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INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE 
CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE 
Throughout Forest Service history. managers have sought to sustain resource-based commodity 
production and meet public demand for a broad mix of natural resource goods. services. and values. 
Changes in the way Americans value their public lands require a reevaluation of the Forest Service 
stewardship mission regarding the nation 's natural resources. The Forest Service mission remains 
simple and succinct·-··Caring for the Land and Serving People." Grounded in law and the principles 
of stewardship. our challenge is to achieve quality land management under the sustainable multiple-
use management concept to meet the diverse needs of people. now and for future generations. 
This chapter describes forest planning and its role in the management of national forest resources 
and uses. Infonnation regarding forest planning processes and the intent of the Analysis of the 
Management Situation is included. National. regional. and local policies. and direction and str-
ategies which affect forest management are also discussed. 
The Uinta Forest Plan (officially entitled Land and Resource Management Plan of the Uinta 
National Forest) is the document that establishes general management direction for lands admin-
istered by the Uinta National Forest. Using broad language. the Forest Plan detennines the avail-
ability of land for resource management. predicts levels of resource use and outputs. and provi-
des for a variety of resource management practices. The Uinta National Forest completed its 
current Forest Plan in October. 1984. 
Developing the Forest Plan is similar to establishing zoning requirements for a city. Zoning req-
uirements may detennine which city sections are residential. industrial. or commercial. but the 
requirements do not detennine the exact design of each structure built within those zones. 
Likewise. establishing general direction in the Forest Plan allows for later site-specific decisions 
to be made for each individual project. It is these si te-specific decisions that detennine exactly 
when. where. and how projects such as trail construction and timber sales will occ ur. 
Six Decisions Made in Forest Plans 
I. Forest-wide Goals and Objectives - A goal is a concise statement that describes a desired 
condition to be achieved some time in the future. It is nonnally expressed in broad. gen-
eral tenns. without any specific dale for attainment. An objective is a concise time-
specific ,tatement of measurable planned results that move toward pre-established goals. 
An objective helps define the precise steps to be taken and the resources to be used in 
achieving identified goals. 
2. Forest-wjde Standards and Guidelines - A standard is a req uired course of action or a 
level of allainment designed to promote achievement of goals and objectives. A 
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guideline is the preferred or advisable course of action designed to promote the 
achievement of goals and objectives. 
3. Management Area Delineations and Associated Prescriptions - A management area is an 
identifiable unit ofland that provides focus and emphasis for management direction. A 
management prescription is a composite of specific, multiple-use direction applicable to 
all or part of a management area. It may include goals, objectives, standards, guidelines, 
and probable management practices. 
4. Identification of Lands Not Suited for Timber Production - Lands identified as not suited 
for timber production must be examined at least every 10 years to determine if they have 
become suited. If such lands have become suited, they are returned to timber production 
[36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 219.12 (k)(5)(ii»). 
5. Monitoring and Evaluation Requirements - Forest Plans must establish monitoring req-
uirements through which implementation of the Plnn can be evaluated. These req-
uirements include a description of actions, effects or resources to be monitored, the freq-
uency of the monitoring, acceptable deviations in anticipated outcomes, and identification 
of reporting periods. 
6. Recommendations for Official Designation of Wilderness - The 1984 Utab Wilderness 
Act requires the Forest Service, as part of the Forest Plan revision process, to considt:r 
roadless and undeveloped lands as potential wildemess areas. The Forest Service may 
identify potential wilderness as part of the Forest Plan revision. These lands are then re-
commended to Congress as wilderness areas, with final authority for designating them as 
wilderness areas retained by Congress. 
The National Forest Management Act of 1976 (NFMA) requires each National Forest to develop 
a Forest Plan and update or revise it when conditions have significantly changed, or at least every 
15 years. As previously noted, the Uinta National Forest completed its current Forest Plan in 
1984. In 1997, Congress prohibited expenditure of funds on fonnal Forest Plan revision. In 
1998, prohibitions were lifted for 14 forests across the nation, including tl-e Uinta National 
Forest. These actions have combined to create an extremely short time frame for our revision 
effort. 
Over the last decade we have learned a great deal about where our plans were adequate and 
where they were lacking. The Forest Service undertook a national comprehensive study on the 
adequacy of forest planning efforts, and in 1990 published the results in A Critique of Land 
Management Planning. Each forest has produced monitoring reports to help gauge the effec-
tiveness of their Forest Plans. 
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Direction for Revising the Forest Plan 
Following the Critique of Land Management Planning, efforts to change the existing forest 
planning regulations found in 36 CFR 219 were unsuccessful. In 1997, an interdisciplinary 
Committee of Scientists was convened to review and evaluate the Forest Service's planning pro-
cess. In March 1999, the Committee published their findings and recommendations in Sus-
taining the People's Lands: Recommendations for Stewardship of the National Forests and 
Grasslands into the Next Century. Proposed regulations are being drafted as a result of this 
effort; however, no changes have yet been made. Until new regulations are implemented, the 
current revision will follow the existing regulations found in 36 CFR 219. Recommendations of 
the Committee of Scientists will be carefully considered and incorporated as much as possible, 
consistent with existing NFMA regulations. General recommendations from the Committee of 
Scientists report are summarized below: 
• Ecological sustainability provides a foundation upon which the management for national 
forests can contribute to economic and social sustainability. 
• Public lands rest in a mosaic of land ownerships, therefore, public land management must 
be integrated into a broader regional landscape. Consider the larger landscape in which 
national forests are located in order to understand their role in ensuring ecological sus-
tainability and their contribution to human uses and values. 
• Establish collaborative relations that provide opportunities and incentives for people to 
work together to contribute to forest planning in meaningful and useful way;. Forest 
planning must provide mechanisms for broad-based, vigorous, and ongoing opportunities 
for open dialogue. 
Make desired future conditions and outcomes associated with them the central reference 
points for planning. 
• Planning is dynamic and ongoing because the social values and scientific knowledge that 
guide decision-making will change with time. 
• Monitoring needs to be given very strong emphasis. Adaptive management and learning 
are not possible without effective monitoring of the actual consequences from 
management activities. 
[n February 1999, Intermountain Region Regional Forester Jack Blackwell outlined his expecta-
tions for forest plan revisions. These expectations include: 
• Focusing on the most critical land use issues. 
Keeping analysis commensurate with issues and Forest Plan decisions. 
• Making every effort to ensure timely a.,d effective communication and positive relation-
ships with our stakeholders during the revision process. 
Continuous Assessment and Planning (CAP) 
The first round of planning in the early 1980s required that each forest build a plan from scratch. 
This effort required big budgets, many employees, and a great amount of time. It became a 
literally all-consuming task for the Forest Service. With the advent of the revision of the first 
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generation plans, the planning philosophy has evolved to fit the task at hand and the budget and 
work force available. 
It is important to remember that the Uinta National Forest is proposing changes to a Forest Plan 
that has already been developed and implemented. In addition, seven amendments and two cor-
rections to the Forest Plan have been made over the last 15 years. Two additional efforts to 
amend the Forest Plan are currently underway: the Utah Northern Goshawk Amendment, and 
the Utah Wildland Fire Amendment. 
The Analysis of the Man3gement (AMS) is a compilation of information that describes im-
plementation of the current Plan and resulting management conditions on the Forest. This AMS 
was developed through a comprehensive review of the Forest Plan. It identified changed condi-
tions and new information, including new public issues and changed public attitudes affecting the 
appropriateness of the existing management situation. The NFMA regulations required that an 
AMS be prepared when the 1984 Forest Plan was written. According to NFMA, the objectives 
of the AMS are: 
• To determine the ability of the planning area covered by the Forest Plan to supply goods 
and services in response to society's demands, 
• To determine the need to establish or change management direction, 
• To provide a basis for formulating a broad range of alternatives for Forest Plan revision, 
and 
• To define the range within which alternatives can be constructlxl. 
This preliminary AMS summarizes the current biological, physical, aI.d social and economic 
conditions pertinent to the Forest, and identifies areas or items where management direction in 
the Forest Plan needs to be established or changed. 
A.lthough not required at this stage of the revision process. we believe information provided in a 
preliminary AMS will more effectively involve the public in the initial revision process than 
would a more traditional, but limited, scoping letter. This AMS will help the Forest Service and 
interested public reach a common understanding of what will and will not be addressed in the 
Forest Plan revision effort by providing much of the same background information used to reach 
our decisions. We would like the public to use the information in this document when providing 
us with detailed comments for alternative development. The AMS will be finalized prior to 
release of and summarized in the Draft Revised Forest PlanlDraft Environmental Impact Sta-
ter.tent for the revised Forest Plan. The Final AMS will incorporate public comments and any 
new direction (i.e., new planning regulations if finalized) released prior to that time. 
AnalysIs Completed and Referenced 
The Uinta National Forest completed an AMS in the early 1980s as part of the initial forest 
planning process. The Forest Planning Team has used the original AMS as baseline information 
to validate whether management direction in the current Forest Plan was effective in addressing 
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needs identified in the 1980s. In addition, the Forest Planning Team used and cited information 
from many other documents. A complete list of sources is found in the References section at the 
end of this document. 
Benchmarks used in forest planning are parameters that define the maximum and minimum 
amount of resource production that can be reasonably expected under the various management 
alternatives. The NFMA regulations require that the benchmarks used to develop alternatives be 
displayed in the AMS. Benchmarks developed and analyzed in the 1984 AMS were reviewed 
and generally found to still be valid. As additional analyses are completed, further updates to 
these benchmark numbers may be marle and included in the Final AMS. More detailed discus-
sion of these benchmarks is included in Benchmark Analyses, page 3-86 of Chapter 3. 
The regulations found in 36 CFR 219.12(b) provide the following direction regarding the scope 
of the revision process: "The Forest Supervisor shall determine the major public issues, 
management concerns. and resource use and development opportunities to be addressed in the 
planning process." 
The first step in determining what needs to be addressed in the revision of the Forest Plan in-
volves a review of current laws, regulations, policies, and Forest Service direction found in 
various sources. including the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), NFMA, and Forest Service 
Manuals and Handbooks. The following items were identified as a result of this review: 
I . Timber Suitability - A reevaluation of timberland suitability is required by regulation 36 
CFR 219.14. The reevaluation identifies lands which are not suited for timber produc-
tion. 
2. Recommendations on Wilderness - The Forest Service is required to inventory, evaluate, 
and consider all roadless areas for possible inclusion in the National Wilderness Preserva-
tion System by regulation 36 CFR 219.17. 
The Utah Wilderness Act of 1984 established two wilderness areas on the Uinta National 
Forest: Mount Timpanogos and Mount Nebo. The Act also pronounced completion of 
the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation II (RARE II) for Utah (a nationwide study of 
roadless areas initiated by the Secretary of Agriculture); eliminated the need to evaluate 
wilderness during preparation of the initial Forest Plans but required reevaluation during 
Forest Plan revisions; and prohibited any further statewide roadless area review and 
evaluation of National Forest System lands in Utah for the purpose of determining their 
suitability for wilderness. 
In April 1999, the Uinta National Forest published (both as hard copy and on the internet) 
the Draft Inventory of Unroaded and Undeveloped Lands on the Uinta National Forest to 
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meet the Utah Wilderness Act's requirement for wilderness reevaluation during Forest 
Plan revision. 
3. Recommendations on Wild and Scenic Rivers - The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act requires 
the Forest Service to determine which additional rivers will be evaluated for possible in-
clusion in the National Wild and Scenic River System. 
4. Needs for Chan~e - We have almost 15 years of experience working with our cum:nt 
Forest Plan. giving us a good idea of what is working and what needs to be changed. The 
Forest Plan can be compared to a house buiit in 1984 that is now showing signs of age. 
Instead of tearing down the house and totally rebuilding. one would likely remodel or 
repair the most critical items first. and repair less critical items as time and funding allow. 
In revising the Forest Plan. we will fo llow a similar course. focusing on those areas that 
must be reviewed in accordance with regulation. and on those portions of the Forest Plan 
where new information. monitoring. and public concerns indicate a change may be 
needed. 
Determining Needs for Change 
Considering national. regional. and local direction. policy. and strategies for natural resource 
management. a four-step process was initiated to identify the "Needs for Change" in 
management direction on the Forest The process included: 
I. A review of monitoring items in Chapter IV of the 1984 Forest Plan . 
2. A review of existing legislation. regulations. and Forest Service Manual policy and direc-
tion. 
3. A review of management direction in the 1984 Forest Plan. 
4. An assessment of existing conditions. a summary of which is included as Chapter 3 of 
this document. 
This process res ulted in an initial list of Needs for Change. A Forest Interdisciplinary Team 
compared this list against the six decisions made in Forest Plans (described earlier in this 
chapter) to identify which topics were planning related and which were project-level issues. 
I PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND COLLABORATIVE PLANNING 
In this planning process. collaboration is defined as people working together. using collective 
knowledge and pooled resources to maintain sustainable ecosystems that will meet people ' s 
needs for goods and services over time. 
What role docs collaboration play in the decision-making process? The authority for making 
Forest Plan decisions rests with designated federa l officials. in this case. the Intermountain Re-
gional Forester and Uinta National Forest Supervisor. These decision-makers are responsible for 
ensuring appropriate public participation and guaranteeing no group has undue influence or un-
fair access to the decision process. By law (Federal Advisory Comminu Act of 1972 as 
amended). intergovernmental partner.; (tribal. state. federal. and local) have access to decision-
make" to provide input and seck consensus in the development of forest plan direction. The 
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law also controls how decision-makers obtain advice from the public. but docs not limit how the 
public may choose to give advice. To this end. the decision-makers and Forest Planning Team 
members will: 
Be effective listeners. 
Meet with single individuals at their request. 
Speak to groups upon their invitation. 
Conduct public meetings open to all who are interested. 
Gdther factual data from the public but not solicit advice. 
Seck input from intergovernmental partners. and 
Interact with the public via the mail (correspondence. comment periods). 
Coooeration with Native Americans 
The Uinta National Forest borders a portion of the Uintah and Ouray Ute Reservation and is in 
close proximity to the Skull Valley Goshute Reservation. The Goshute and Uintah and Ouray 
Ute tribes are recognized as sovereign nations and. therefore. have unique relationships with 
federal government agencies. Forest Service policies and management activities must be 
carefully planned and implemented in ways that respect the tribes' sovereignty. needs. and rights. 
Collaboration with these tribes will focus on developing meaningful relationships to understand 
and incorporate tribal cultural resources. needs. interests. and expectations. 
Government to Government 
Coordination with our government partners (tribal. federal. state. and county) will be proactive. 
Our intent is to have early and active involvement by sharing ideas and strategies. Because much 
of our management direction either affects or is affected by the programs of our government 
partners. there is a need for collective support within and between governments. particularly be-
fore asking the public to invest time and energy into providing comments and suggestions. 
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CHAPTER 2 
SElTING THE CONTEXT FOR FOREST PLAN REVISION 
, . . 
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The Forest Plan is part of a 50-year framework for long-range resource planning established by 
the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act (RPA). The Forest Service has 
conducted several intemal reviews throughout the planning process to help set the context for a 
Forest Plan revision. This review of national, regional, and local findings provides the context in 
which forest planning occurs. 
Direction. Polley. and Strategy Review Findings: NATIONAL 
Management of the nation's renewable resources is highly complex, and the uses, demand for, 
and supply of the various resources are subject to change over time. To ensure the Uinta 
National Forest's local program management is in alignment with local, regional, and national 
trends, and supplies and demands from America's national forests, a review was conducted of 
the Forest Service 's Draft 1995 Resources Planning Act (RPA) Program. 
In accordance with the 1974 Forest and Rangeland Renewable RPA Act, the national RPA 
program provides a programmatic context and general strategic course the Forest Service is str-
iving to attain. It presents a long-term strategy for the years 1995-2045. The RPA program 
describes all Forest Service activities under its jurisdiction and identifies broad resource and 
program needs that respond to anticipated demands. It provides general guidance for forest 
planning, state assistance planning, and research planning. Among priority management actions, 
the following illustrate the strategic direction of Forest Service programs and activities over the 
next 50-year planning horizon as set forth in the 1995 Draft RP A: 
I. Protect biodiversity through increasing the efforts to protect sensitive species, 
encouraging the use of native species, establishing riparian and wetland conservation 
areas, and giving priority to sensitive, threatened, and endangered species habitat in 
purchases and exchanges for National Forest System lands. 
2. Establish old growth forest management direction for all major forested ecological types 
on National Forest System lands through land management planning processes. In these 
areas, maintaining or restoring conditions of late-successional and old growth forest eco-
systems will be an important objective to en1umce such values as biodiversity, fish and 
wildlife habitat, wood products, soil productivity, water quality, and aesthetics. 
3. Increase the scientific understanding of ecosystem function, composition, and structure, 
and the interaction between humans and the environment to provide the scientific 
underpinning to ensure sustainabtlity. 
4. Increase the use of prescribed fire on National Forest System lands and encourage its use 
on non-federal lands to maintain and restore the health of fire-dependent ecosystems. 
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5. Develop and use scientifically sound indicators of ecosystem health, sustainability, and 
biodiversity to meet local, regional, national, and intemational objectives. 
6. Restore and maintain the health of forests and rangelands through various vegetation 
management activities. Increase scientific information about disturbance ecology. 
7. Collaborate with interested parties to establish processes, protocols, and priorities for 
conducting ecological assessments at the ecoregion level in the United States. Integrate 
information obtained from ecological assessments into forest plans and other Forest Ser-
vice activities. 
8. Promote sustainable forest management in the United States by the year 2000 through all 
Forest Service, state, and private forestry programs. Increase efforts to encourage 
landowners and communities to initiate ecologically-based management activities. 
9. Increase protection of water quality and quantity needed for ecosystem healt'l and protec-
tion of aquatic organisms by applying research resuIts, collaborating with state and 
federal water agencies, and promoting partnerships with landowners. 
10. Evaluate levels oftimoer harvest, grazing, mining operations, and recreation visits and 
other activities and either reduce resource use, adjust the use, or invest in protective mea-
sures in order to ensure sustainability of ecosystems. 
The Forest Service Natural Resource Agenda 
On March 2, 1998, Forest Service Chief Mike Dombeck unveiled the agency's Natural Resource 
Agenda for the 21 st Century (USDA, FS 1998). The agenda focuses on four key areas: 
I. Watershed health and restoration 
2. Sustainable forest ecosystem management 
3. Forest roads 
4. Recreation 
Watershed protection is the top priority of forest planning and management. Protecting healthy 
watersheds and restoring degraded watersheds includes increased stream and streamside restora-
tion, threatened, endangered. and sensitive species habitat restoration, and abandoned mine re-
clamation. 
Sustainable forest ecosystem management includes proposals for working with state, local. and 
other partners to use criteria and indicators of sustainable forest ecosystem management to report 
on the health of all forested landscapes across the nation (both public and private) by the year 
2003. Ensuring sustainable forests requires the involvement of communities that benefit from, 
and care for, these forests. 
The third key area of the agenda emphasizes the management of the f0rest road system. Forest 
roads are an essential part of the transportation system in many rural parts of the country. They 
also help to meet recreation demands, provide economic opportunities by facilitating the removal 
of commodities (which in rum provide jobs and revenue), and provide access to conduct needed 
management. The agenda proposes four primary objectives for forest roads: (I) more carefully 
consider decisions to build new roads; (2) eliminate old unneeded roads; (3) upgrade and 
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ml intain roads that are important to public access; and (4) develop new and dependable funding 
for forest road management. 
Recreation is the final key area. Forest Service priorities in recreation will include providing 
prem ier settings and experiences for recreation users, improving customer satisfaction, emphasi-
zing community outreach, and strengthening relationships with partners, communities, and 
others. 
Ecosystem Management 
Ecosyst~ms are places where all plants, animals, minerals, soils, waters, climates, people, and 
processes of life interact as a whole. They may be small , such as a rotting log, or large, such as a 
mountain range, with smaller ecosystems nested within larger ecosystems. Ecosystems are 
organic. living systems that evolve over time. The structure and functions of a healthy 
ecosystem allow maintenance of a desired condition of biological diversity, biotic integrity, and 
ecological processes. 
Ecosystem rr anagement combines specific ecologica! knowledge on various scales to produce 
desired resou 'ce values, products, services, and conditions while sustaining the diversity and 
producti \'ity of the ecosystems involved. The goal of ecosystem management is to restore and/or 
sustain the health, productivity, and biological diversity of ecosystems. Social values and 
economic goals are included as an important part of all t!Cosystems. 
Ecosystem management focuses on overall ecosystem health and productivity rather than on 
achieving a set o f resource 01ltputs. This is achieved through an understanding of how different 
parts of the ecosystem function with each other. 
Direction. Policy. and Strategy Review Findings: REGIONAL 
The Uinta National Forest is an integral part of larger ecosystems. Regional assessments, like 
those described below. consider different geographic scales and in so doing, help to identify or 
maintai n future public land management options. As part of the context for Uinta National 
Forest planning effuno, it is important to consider the findings and management strategies 
contained in these larger assessments and their application on the Forest. 
Utah Northern Goshawk Project, In Progress 
This statewide project addresses the management of northem goshawk habitat in the state of 
Utah until such management can be incorporated into the forest plan revisions of the state's six 
national forests (Ashley. Dixie, Fishlake, Manti-LaSal, Uinta, and Wasatch-Cache). 
Wildland Fire Analysis, In Progress 
This analysis proposes to amend current forest plans to allow fire to playa more natural role in 
the ecosystem. It will apply to all six national forests in the state (Ashley, Dixie, Fishlake, 
Manti-LaSa!. Uinta, and Wasatch-Cache). 
Sub-Regional Assessment of Properly Functioning Conditions for Areas Encompassing the 
National Forests of Northern Utah, May 1 ~8 
Three assessments of Properly FunctiorJng Condition (PFC) of the Wasatch Mountains, Bon-
neville Basin, and Ginta Mountains of the Northern Utah Ecogroup were ronducted. A PFC is 
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an ecosystem at any scale when it is dynamic and resilient to disturbance to its structure, compo-
sition, and the process of its biological or physical components 
Direction. Policy. and Strategy Review Findings: LOCAL 
The Uinta National Forest oonsiders local issues and concerns in resource management. The 
following Landscape Assessments (LAs) were conducted for specific areas on the Forest to aid 
in future management decisions. Their scope is to review the interrelationships between the 
biological, social, and economic components of landscape; identify cause and effects associated 
with historical land uses; and describe the range of natural variability of these components. This 
data is then synthesized to identify the relative sustainability of each component and develop a 
desired future condition for the landscape. 
Table 1-1. Landscape Assessments on the Uinta National Forest 
ilF''':'':' 
American Fork 1999 90000 
Diamond Fork 1999 98926 
North Zone 1999 101000 
Strawb~rry 1997 136555 
Vernon 1997 98335 
White River 1996 42725 
Over the last 15 years, our experiences implementing t.~e Forest Plan along with advances in 
scientific thinking about land management have resulted in the need to change some existing 
management direction. One of the primary forces affecting management of the Forest today is 
the shift in focus that has occurred toward ecosystem management and sustainability as the 
over-arching objective of National Forest stewardship. This chapter overviews the principles of 
ecosystem management, and the role ecosystem management plays in forest planning. 
Forest planning determines standards and guidelines, goals and objectives that can affect the 
health and productivity of a forest's ecosystems. Using ecosystem management in the planning 
process ensures that the needs of the ecosystem are addressed. First, however, those ecosystems 
need to be defined and their needs established through the PFC process. Detailed descriptions of 
PFC for vegetative components are included in the Properly Functioning Condition section on 
page 3-19 of Chapter 3. 
While there are some important di fferences between ecosystem management and how we have 
managed national forest lands in the past, we are still managing under the Multiple-Use, 
Sustained-Yield Act. We have, however, placed a much greater emphasis on sustaining 
ecological processes as well as providing for a wide variety of goods, services, conditions, and 
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values. The ecosystem managt ment framework will help set the stage for the way we look at the 
forest and the decisions we will make. It establishes limits (to some degree) as to what we will 
and won 't address in the Forest Plan revision. The framework will also influence how we define 
and describe Desired Future Conditions (DFCs). 
Principles of Ecosystem Management 
In 1992, the Deputy Chief for the National Forest System, James Overbay, noted that we must 
take an ecosystem approach to multiple-use, sustained-yield management. The 1996 Report of 
the Ecological Society of America Committee on the SCientific Basis for Ecosystem Management 
(Ecological Society of America) defined the principles of ecosyGtem management as sustainabi-
lity, goals, sound ecological models and understanding, comploxity and connectedness, dynamic 
character of ecosystems, context and scale, humans as ecosystem components, and adaptability 
and accountability. A brief summary of these principles follows. 
Sustalnablllty 
Sustaining ecosystems for future gencrations is a precondition of ecosystem management. 
Sustainability means that we must manage for options and opportunities of both commodities 
and non-commodi:ies into the future . As noted above, the focus of sustainability has been 
broadened from that of sustaining outputs to that of sustaining ecological processes and a 
wide variety of goods, services, conditions, and values. 
Goals 
Desired future conditions should be explicitly defined in measurable terms that can be 
monitored. Goals should focus on sustaining ecosystem processes, while at the same time, 
identify those goods, services, conditions, and values that can be provided within the bounds 
of sustainable ecosystems. 
Sound Ecological Models and Undentandlng 
Ecosystem rr,anagement is based on sound ecological principles and focuses on ecological 
processes and functions. It is based on the best science at all scales, from the broad 
landscape to the level of the organism. 
Complexity and Connectedness 
Ecosystems are romplex with a vast array of interconnections. Biological diversity (the 
diversity of life and its processes) and the complexity of ecosystems are critical to ecosystem 
processes and functions . Complexity and diversity also impart resistance to and resilience 
from disturbance. Wherever we simplify ecosystems by planting or managing for a single 
species or only a few species, we reduce the ability of those ecosystems to resist disturbance 
or to recover following disturbance. 
Dynamic Cbaracter of Ecosystems 
Ecosystem are dynamic in nature. We need to acknowledge and consider natural disturbance 
processes (e.g., fire, wind, avalanche, and succession) as we develop DFCs and the 
management actions and strategies we use to achieve those conditions. 
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Contexi and Scale 
Ecosystem processes occur over a variety of scales in space and time. There is no single 
spatial scale or time scale appropriate for management. For any issue we must "zoom in and 
zoom out" to give consideration to the nested and interrelated resources, species, communi-
ties, or ecosystems we are attempting to manage. In addition, we should look _t the many 
and complex relationships a forest has with individuals, communities, businesses, and 
govemments (tribal, federal, state, and county), and how they use the lands within and 
around the fo.est. 
Humans as Ecosystem Components 
Humans not only pose the greatest, most significant challenge to sustaining ecosystem 
processes and functions, but are also an integral part of ecosystems. Human population 
growth is perhaps the single most critical impact on sustaina!!ility of both resources and 
opportunities within ecosystems. We must all be involved to both identify and achieve 
sustainable goals. 
Adaptability and Accountability 
Adaptability and accountability are central principles of ecosystem management. Our 
knowledge is nevtr complete nor does it remain static. Our management practices must be 
able to reflect changes in our understanding. As noted by the Ecological Society of America, 
Our own impacts on this planet's ecosystems make such adaptive management all 
the more compelling. The earth's ecosystems are being modified in new ways 
and at faster rates than at any other time in their nearly four billion year history. 
These new and rapid changes present signifkant challenges to our ability to 
predict the inherently uncertain responses and behaviors of ecosystems. 
Steps Required to Implement Ecosystem Management 
In a 1994 report entitled Ecosystem Management: Additional Actions Needed to Adequately Test 
a Promising Approach (U.S. General Accounting Offic~), four steps or actions were identified as 
practical and required in order to implement ecosystem managen:ent. They include: (I) 
delineating ecosystems; (2) understanding their ecologies; (3) making management choices; and 
(4) adaptmg management on the basis of new information. Figure 2- 1, adapted from this report, 
shows the relationships between ecosystem management concepts and these practical steps and 
actions. 
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DellDeadlla EcoIyIteIDl 
The lint practical step of ecosystem management involves the delineation of ecosystema at 
scales that are coDBi.stent with the principle of 'context and scale.' In looking at the Uinta 
National Foru'~ we recognize both biophysical and human (social, economic, and political) 
clwacteristics and relationahips. The biophysical characteristics of the Forest include the land, 
water, vegetation, and wildlife, while the human characteristics include people and the 
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communities, counties, and states in which they live, and the way people relate to and affect the 
Forest. Any delineation of biophysical ecosystems is artificial because there are connections, 
interactions, and movements of wildlife, water, air, and vegetation that do not correspond to lines 
drawn on a map. While it is somewhat difficult to delineate the biophysical ecosystems, it is 
even more difficult to draw lines around the human ecosystem. We recognize that delineations 
of human population areas are even more artificial than biophysical boundaries, and can 
ultimately be redrawn depending on how one looks at those areas. These delineations, however, 
do serve a purpose: they provide a means to help us understand and communicste the many and 
varied relationships of the land, understand the historic responses of the land to management 
actions, and predict future impacts and responses. 
Undentandlng EcotYltelDl' Ecologies 
Once the geographic and human ecosystems are delineated, we need the best information 
available about the ecology and their human characteristics. This will help us undentand more 
about the integrity of those ecosystems, how they are functioning, and the human relationships to 
those ecosystems and how they can be maintained or restored. For the biophysical world we 
need to learn about (I) ecosystems' composition, structure, patterns, and functions (how they 
work), (2) current conditions and trends, (3) minimum level of integrity and functioning needed 
to maintain or restore ecosystems to a healthy condition, and (4) the effects of human activities 
on ecosystems. 
MakIng MaDagement Choices 
After we gain an understanding of an ecosystem's ecology, land managers must (I) identify the 
desired future ecological conditions, (2) the types, levels, and mixes of activities than can be 
sustained while still achieving these conditions, and (3) how these activities will be distributed 
over time and over the landscape. lIDs requires coordination with other federal agencies, tribal, 
state, and loca1governments, and the public. 
AdaptIng MaD81ement to New lnformadon 
Just as ecosystems are continually changing over time, our understanding of their ecology and, 
therefore, our management choices will change over time as well. Our scientific understanding 
of bow different ecosystems work and how they are Ilffected by human activities continues to 
increase with continued research. We must be able to modify our management on the basis of 
new information to better accommodate people's needs while ensuring the achievement of 
desired ecological conditions. 
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The Uinta National Forest provides a diversity of resources and opportunities for an equally 
diverse public. The Forest lies within five Utah counties (Juab, Sanpete, Tooele, Utah, and 
Wasatch) with a collective population of approximately 426,000. Counties which lie adjacent to 
the Forest include Carbon, Duchesne, Salt Lake, and Summit, with a collective population of 
nearly 936,700. Established in 1897, the Forest ranges from the high western desert of Vernon, 
to the lofty mountain peaks of Mount Nebo (elevation 11 ,877 feet) and Mount Timpanogos 
(elevation 11,750 feet). The Uinta National Forest contains three wilderness areas totalling 
58,400 acres: Mount Timpanogos, Mount Nebo, and Lone Peak (shared with the Wasatch-Cache 
National Forest). The Forest is ~ major supplier of recreation in Utah due to its close proximity 
to the main population center: the Uinta ranks sixth of all national forests in use and demand. 
The high level of human activity across the Forest has had many impacts, from the development 
of trans-basin water diversion facilities and their operation, to winter sport recreation activities. 
This chapter provides a summary of the existing conditions for all physical, biological, and social 
and economic resources found on the Uinta National Forest. The physical components of the 
Forest are given first, beginning with a summary of the basic implementation of the 1984 Forest 
Plan before detail ing the more physical aspects of the Forest. The biological components are 
summarized beginning on page 3-19. The supply and demand of forest resources and uses are 
; lcluded in the social and economic components, page 3-52. The following sections provide a 
broadbased understanding of what has changed over the past 15 years with implementation of the 
origi .al Forest Plan, serving in essence as the no action alternative for the Forest Plan revision. 
PHYSICAL COMPONENTS 
The Uinta Forest Plan (approved in October 1984) was one of the first forest plans to be 
completed in the nation. Only one appeal to the decision to implement the Plan (which was 
subsequently denied) was received. 
The 1984 Forest Plan identified six management areas based on the Forest's capacity to provide 
resources in an environmentally acceptable manner. Management areas are areas with similar 
management objectives and a common management description. The management areas on the 
Forest are (I) Wilderness, (2) Heber, (3) Pleasant Grove, (4) Spanish Fork, (5) Ml)unt Nebo, and 
(6) Vernon. In 1990 the Plan was amended to add Strawberry Valley as a seventh management 
area. In 1995 the Forest Plan was corrected to incorporate portions of the Mount Nebo and 
Mount Timpanogos Roadless Areas into the Wilderness Management Area. The management 
areas range in size from 56,775 to 290,925 acres. All are geographically contiguous except the 
Wilderness Management Area, which includes three separate wilderness areas. Each 
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management area has its own description of the area, desired future condition, management 
direction, standards and guidelines, and proposed and probable management practices and 
activities (including outputs by time period). 
Management prescription categories are used to provide a basis for displaying management 
intent in a consistent manner. Although the 1984 Forest Plan does not identify site-specific 
prescription categories, these were recently mapped based on management intent and practices 
described in the Plan. The categories are lIsefui in identifying non-contiguous areas that are 
managed in similar ways. Maps of the current and proposed management prescription categories 
can be found in Appendix E. The followi ng table displays the current management of the Forest 
by prescription category. 
Table 3-1. Uinta National Forest Acreage by Management Prescription Category 
I Ie........ .un. ~.,T ... , 
I Natural processes (wilderness) 58400 7 
Special areas (RNAs· experimental oasture etc. 4000 >1 
, Extensive management 181 000 20 
Concentrated recreation 19600 2 
Forested multiple-use 196700 21 
Rangeland multiple-use 425000 47 
PrivateIForest Service interface 12000 I 
Permanent alteration (minim!. admin. sites, etc.) 300 >1 
• Research Natural Area 
The Forest Plan contains approximately 40 goal and 340 objective statements. Many of these 
reiterate law or policy, or pertain to administrative procedures rather than to land and resource 
management. National planning improvement efforts have deemed this type of management 
direction inappropriate for forest plans. 
Unlike many other forest plans, the standards and guidelines in the Uinta Forest Plan are 
numbered and referenced to all applicable management areas. This has proven to be very useful 
in referencing standards and guidelines in environmental and other documents. The Forest Plan 
does not differentiate between management direction standards, which must be followed, and 
guidelines, which describe management intent. Like the goals and oLjectives, many standards 
and guidelines reiterate law or policy, or pertain to administrative procedures. 
Since its approval. the Forest Plan has been amended seven times and corrected twice: 
• Strawbo cry Valley Management Area Amendment - Approved in 1990, this amendment 
added management direction for the newly acquired Strawberry Project lands. 
Predator Control Amendment - Approved in 1991, this approved a coordinated predator 
control program and provided direction on appropriate control methods, areas, and 
approval procedures. 
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• Rangeland Ecosystem Am!!!ldment - Approved in 1992, this defined desired future 
conditions and associated standards and guidelines and monitoring requirements for 
rangelands. 
• Forest Plan Imolementation/Monitpring !!lid EyaluatjQP Program Amraytment - Approved 
in 1993, this redefined monitoring and evaluation requirements in the Foreat Plan. 
• PlpUDt Grove Management Area Special UK ProyjsiQP Amrglmcpt - Approved in 
1994, this eliminated provisions for a Special UK Pennit for the proposed Seven Peaks 
Resort. 
• Western liinta Basin OJ! apd Gas Leasjng Amraytmcpt - Approved in 1997, this provided 
new direction for applying lease stipulations for portions of the Heber and Spanish Fork 
management areas. 
• Sage Creek Visual Oualitv Objective Amraytmcpt - Approved in 1994, this sito-specific 
amendment changed the visual quality objective in the SllI!e Creek area from retention to 
partial retention. 
• CoqectjOD No I - Issued in 1995, this simplified and clarified the Forest Plan in reprd 
to management of Mount Timpanogos and Mount Ncbo Wilderness Areas. Management 
direction was not changed. 
• Correction No 2 - Issued in 1996, this corrected an oversight in Correction No. I, when a 
change in the Desired Future (,,andition (OFC) was left out 
implementation of the Forest Plan has not been highly controversial, though some appeals have 
been received. Since 1984, 18 appeals of project or permit decisions have been received. 
Twelve of these pertained to recreation, three to minerals management, two to range 
management decisions, and one to lands management. 
The need to provide linkage between forest planning dim:tion and budget was recognized while 
developing the Forest Plan. The relationship between forest plans and budget has been 
characterized as follows: 
In the past, there have been eXpe<.1ations that the objectives in forest plans would 
drive the budget process; that is, that funds would be requested at whatever level 
was necessary to achieve the objectives of the forest plan over the COurK of a 
decade, and a lowel funding level was interpreted as less than full implementation 
of the forest plan by many people. In addition, most forest plans were developed 
without imposing budget constraints, so there was no attempt to establish 
objectives at levels that reflected probable budget levels .. . 
(Office of the Federal Register 1995) 
The Forest Plan implementation schedules and objectives were developed with few 
budgetary constraints. Appendix A of the 1984 Forest Plan contains an extensive schedule of 
902 proposed and probable projects for implementation. Many of the thOK projects have 
been implemented, while others were found unnecessary, were unfunded, or were found to 
have unacceptable environmental consequences. In some situations, projects not listed on the 
implementation schedule have been completed becaUK of new information, opportunities 
for funding and partnerships, and changes in the environment (e.g., wildland or prescribed 
fire). 
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The Forest Plan contains an estimated budget based on 1978 dollars. In 1992, this budget was 
updated. Not only has implementation of the Forest Plan not been fully funded, but the cost of 
doing business has often been higher than was anticipated in the Forest Plan budget. Some 
resource areas have been funded more fully than others, resulting L'1 inconsistent implementation. 
The following table displays the updated Forest Plan budget and actual budget received (in 1992 
dollars). 
Table 3-2. Uinta Forest PIa.a BUdget 
~"iit"~ " . • ~(~,.J'."'.~"I"" • , ... ~ . ~~It:"""..fI'r'!'(~ ~v.. .. .. '11!. "'" ""'""1 '"', ' '"" ~ .... L.. ... 1.", • 
1915 .. UI'7 . - .'" 1". Fo=t Plan Budget 8,650 8,910 9,170 9,500 9,920 10,330 
Construction Funds 3,230 3,320 3,420 3,550 !:~~ 3,850 ADDrOorialed Monje> 5420 5580 5750 5950 6480 
Funds Received 2,860 2,900 3,260 2,310 4,590 6,820 
Construction Funds 230 200 500 340 300 2,730 
Aonroorialed Monies 2630 2700 2760 1970 4.290 4090 
Pm:ent Funded 33% 33% 36% 24% 46% 66% 
Construction Funds 7% 6% 14% 11% 8% 710/0 
Aonroorialed Monies 49% 480/0 48% 33% 69% 63% 
Monitoring is an action that serves to warn, advise, or remind. It can be further defined as the 
repeated recording or sampling of similar pertinent information for comparison to a reference or 
an identified baseline. The three types of monitoring employed by the Forest Plan are (I) 
implementation monitoring (answering the question, did we comply with the plan and do what 
we said we were going to do?), (2) effectiveness monitoring (answering the question, did the 
practice or activity do what we wanted it to do?), and (3) validation monitoring (answering the 
question, are the coefficients, requirements, standards, and guidelines being used appropriately to 
meet forest planning [or other] regulations, goals, policy, and objectives?). 
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In August 1992, a Rangeland Ecosystem Forest Plan Amendment was completed. This 
amendment added two requirements for long-term rangeland monitoring. 
The Forest Service issued a National MonitOring and Evaluation Strategy in January 1993 to 
provide recommendations and advice for strengthening monitoring and evaluation efforts. The 
intent of this strategy was for each national forest to design and implement their own monitoring 
and evaluation strategies, allowing them to implement needed changes if their Plans were not 
functioning as originally envisioned. 
In March 1993 the Uinta National Forest published a Monitoring Report documenting the results 
of implementing the Uinta Forest Plan, as amended, for the years 1984-91 . The following 
excerpt details some of the Report findings : 
Many of the monitoring requirements set forth in Chapter IV of the Forest Plan 
have not been fulfilled. Although personnel and funding limitations have 
certainly constrained our efforts, many current monitoring requirements are 
inappropriate tools for measuring management priorities. Methodologies, 
measurements, and time scales were frequently inappropriate for the resource 
being monitored. In other instances, we attempted to gather information already 
available to us from other agencies (i.e., fish and wildlife counts). Most 
importantly, the monitoring requirements were often designed to measure outputs 
rather than to evaluate program effectiveness. 
The Monitoring Report therefore made the following recommendation: 
The monitoring program needs to be revised to help us more effectively manage 
the affected resource. In particular, given the prevailing fiscal environment, 
monitoring requirements should be prioritized and narrowed to improve the 
Forest ' s ability to measure compliance as well as the success of its resource 
programs in a more efficient manner. 
Upon this recommendation, a Forest Plan Monitoring Amendment was approved in October 
1993, replacing the Monitoring and Evaluation Program section of the Forest Plan. The 1993 
amendment retains some monitoring requirements from the 1984 Forest Plan and some from the 
1992 Rangeland Ecosystem Amendment. The amended monitoring requirements were intended 
to fully meet, and in fact exceed. the monitoring requirements prescribed in 36 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) 219. Additional monitoring reports were compiled in December 1993 and 
December 1994. These reports evaluated implementation of the Forest Plan using the amended 
monitoring and evaluation requirements established in the October 1993 amendment. 
The 1994 monitoring report noted redundancies in the 1993 amendment, and recommended they 
be removed. Most of the related problems occurred when different program areas monitored the 
same things (e.g .. both range and wildlife resource areas called for the monitoring of riparian 
conditions). 
Additional monitoring reports have been considered since the 1994 report, but were not 
implemented due to budget limitations. This Analysis of the Management Situatio., (AMS) 
documents the monitoring results through Fiscal Year (FY) 1998. 
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The Uinta National Forest includes lands of the Basin and Range Province, Wasatch Range, Uin-
tah Basin. Ui nta MOlmtains, and the transition valleys that lie between the Wasatch Range, Uinta 
Mountains and the Colorado Plateau. The geology is highly varied and consists of rocks of Pre-
cambrian (greater than 570 million years old) to Quaternary (less than 10,000 years old) age. 
The geology is dominated by sedimentary rock types consisting of sandstone, sil tstone, shale, 
and limestone. The Wasatch Front is steep and rugged with local relief exceeding 7,000 feet 
along the Wasatch Fault. Away from the Front, the topography is less severe but still mountai-
nous. 
Soils on the Forest vary greatly. On south facing slopes and in steeper areas along the Front the 
soils tend to be shallow; on north facing slopes they are deeper. Eastern areas of the Forest are 
dominated by shales and sandstones of the Uinta, Green River, and Wasatch Formations of 
Eocene age. Clav and si lt loams are the main soil types present. High elevation sites in Ameri-
can Fork Canyon, on Mount Timpano~;)s, Spanish Fork Peak, Loafer Mountain, and Mount 
Nebo were glaciated durir;g the last Ice Age. 
Soil productivity is defined as the inherent capacity of a soil to support the growth of specified 
plants, plant communities, or a sequence of plant communities. It is generally dependent on 
available soil moisture, nutrients, texture, structure, organic matter, and length of growing 
season. It may re expressed in terms of v:>lume or weight per unit area per year, percent plant 
cover. or other measures of biomass accumulation. 
Since the implemer.tation of the Forest Plan, management activities which have had an effect on 
soil productivity include: 
Road, trail. and landing construction in support of vegetation management 
Vegetation manipulation activities such as prescribed fire, range, timber harvest, post 
harvest. and reforestation treatments 
Dispersed recreation activities such as off-road vehicle use and camping, particularly in 
riparian areas 
o Cattle and sheep concentration areas such as troughs. bedding grounds, and driveways 
o Catastrophic wildfires and the exclusion of natural fire, particularly in areas of invading 
juniper vegetation and decadent sagebrush stands 
Soil resource improvements have been accomplished under the larger umbrella of the Watershed 
Improvement Needs (WIN) program. Implementation of Forest Plan direction, consistency with 
current policy. monitoring actions taken, and the likely results of current management will be 
covered in the following Watershed and Water Quality section on page 3-7. 
Since 1984, Forest Plan direction on the rehabilitation of deteriorated or fire-impacted soils 
(along with other watershed restoration programs) has been effectively implemented under the 
Burned Area Emergency Rehabilitation program. 
Soil management support services meet the content and time line standards specified in the 
Forest Plan. but are only being provided for a fractIOn of the projects and activities having an 
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effect on soil productivity. With the absence of professional-level soil science skills on the 
Forest and the relatively recent establishment of national and regional guidelines, little 
monitoring of the implementation of soil and water conservation practices and their effectiveness 
in the protection and maintenance of soil productivity bas occurred. 
Analysis of the current situation indicates the following accomplishments and defi ciencies in the 
implementation of Forest Plan objectives for soil surveys: 
o The survey has been completed to the intensity level needed for the Forest Plan on a 
majori:y (nearly 80 percent) of the land base under management. A priority schedule for 
completion of this work does not exist. 
o Detailed mapping of wetlands and riparian areas needed to support project level analysis 
exist for about 5 percent of the land base. 
o Geologic hazards mapping exists for the entire Forest at a very broad scale, and for some 
of the Forest at a detailed, site-specific scale. 
o The old age and lack of documentation of all existing surveys make it impossible for the 
Forest to fully cooperate in the National Cooperative Soil Survey program. 
o Soil erosion tolerance levels by soil type have not been established. 
o Areas of the Forest not covered by landtype inventories have not been determined. 
o Benchmark soil types and characteristics have not been established. 
WA 
According to U.S. Geological Survey topographic maps, the surface waters of the Uinta National 
Forest include 1,429 miles of perennial streams and rivers, 4,273 miles of intennittent streams, 
and 17,772 acres of lakes and reservoirs. These surface waters can be divided into two distinct 
geographic regions : (I) surface waters which are tributary to the Lower Green and Colorado 
Rivers (Colorado Basin), and (2) surface waters which flow into the Great Salt Lake. 
Water quality is assessed in terms of designated beneficial uses as defined by the State of Utah 
Division of Water Quality. The majority of streams and reservoirs on the Uinta National Forest 
provide water for domestic and agricultural uses, cold water fisheries, recreation. livestock. and 
wi ldlife. Maintaining the quality of these waters is becoming increasingly important as the 
demand for water by the rapidiy growing wban population increases. Much of the surface runoff 
which originates on the Uinta National Forest is currently used for irrigation or municipal and 
industrial use in Juab, Utah, Heber, and Salt Lake Valleys. In addition, nearly 90 percent of the 
average annual runoff of the West Fork Duchesne and Strawberry Rivers is currently being 
diverted for agricultural use within the Uintah Basin, or is diverted westward to the Bonneville 
Basin. 
The Central Utah Project (CUP) consists of a network of darns, water diversions, and reservoirs 
to transfer water from the Duchesne River and its tributaries to the Wasatch Front. The first 
diversion operations began in 1915 to transfer water from the West Fork Duchesne River to Str-
awberry Reservoir, then through the Diamond Fork and Sixth Water watersheds to the Spanish 
Fork area. Water is also diverted from the North Fork Duchesne River via pipeline to the Provo 
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River for use by cities along the Wasatch Front. The CUP diverts Utah 's share of Colorado 
River water (roughly 260,000 acre-feet of water annually) from the Duchesne River Basin. 
In the past 30 years, nearly all of the communities along the Was~tch Front in Utah County have 
used stream or spring sources on the Uinta National Forest for at least part of their domestic 
water supplies. At present, II watersheds on the Forest still provide at least some water for 
domestic or municipal use and thus qualify as municipal supply watersheds. In recent years, 
most of the municipal systems have added groundwater well sources and abandoned certain 
spring sources, resulting in roughly 80 percent of the domestic water supply for the cities within 
Utah County being supplied by off-forest groundwater wells. While this may lessen the potential 
Impacts that land use on the Forest may have on domestic water supplies, activities and water use 
on the Uinta National Fe-rest still have the potential to affect the quality and quantity of water 
from these sources. 
The 1984 Forest Plan placed a strong emphasis on watershed restoration due largely to the 
widespread impacts of the 1983-84 floods. In the 10 year period following 1984, over 9,348 
acres of watershed improvements were completed on the Uinta National Forest. These 
improvements included range improvement, channel stabilization, placement 0: in-channel fish 
habitat structures, and riparian planting. Also included in the above acreage are riparian and 
stream restoration projects on many of the tributaries to Strawberry Reservoir. The majority of 
the watershe,! improvement projects identified in the 1984 Forest Plan were completed by : 192. 
Some projects identi fied foiiowing the 1983-84 floods stIll have not been completed due to 
changes in priorities, budget constraints, or both. 
The primary watershed ohjectives listed in the Forest Plan have not changed. What has changed 
are the ways in which watershed issues are addressed. For example, a new emphasis has 
developed on ecosystem management and Properly Functioning Condition (PFC), both of which 
recogntze natural processes. 
Monitoring Watershed and Water Quality 
The Forest Plan specifies five areas of monitoring to be conducted in relation to watershed 
management and water quality: (I) surface water quality, (2) soil productivity, including the 
estabhshment of sOIl tolerance thresholds, (3) watershed conditions, (4) riparian areas, 
flood plams. and wetlands, and (5) public health. As discussed below, the Forest has met most of 
its monitoring commitments. 
(I) Surface Wzt. r Quality 
Surface water quahty on the Forest is currently monitored through a network of 19 baseline 
water quality monitoring stations. A baseline is the first set of data collected at a particular site, 
to be compared with subsequent data collections. In addition to these 19 sites, there are 13 water 
quality monitoring stations in Strawberry Valley, and nine in the upper Provo and Duchesne 
River Basins along the route of Utah Highway 35. Baseline sites have been sampled on a 5-year 
rotation since 1975, although the number of sites included in the rotation has varied over time. 
In general, the streams and ri vers of the Uinta National Forest are rated as "high quality waters" 
by the State of Utah Division of Water Quality. Surface water quality is generally good, but does 
vary across the Forest. Five streams (Diamond Fork, Sixth Water, Sheep Creek, Indian Creek 
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[tributary to Strawberry Reservoirl , and Peteetneet Creek) are currently listed by the state as only 
partially meeting their designated beneficial use as cold water fisheries habitat. Diamond Fork 
and Sixth Water are affected by grazing and alteration of the flow regime by trans-basin 
diversions from Strawberry Reservoir. These actions have resulted in severe channel erosion, 
high sediment loads, and alteration of aquatic and riparian habitats. Diamond Fork contributes 
sediment to the Spanish Fork River, which is also listed as only partially meeting its use. In 
accordance with the CUP Completion Act, the Central Utah Water Conservancy District is 
currently working on a proposal to move most of the augmented flows from Diamond Fork and 
Sixth Water Creeks into a tunnel and pipeline water delivery system. 
All five streams listed above have high phosphorus loads. Available data indicates that a 
majority of streams on the Forest are affected by high phosphorus during spring runoff, 
particularly in high runoff years. The State of Utah Division of Water Quality currently 
classifies phosphorus as a pollution indicator, not a pollutant. High levels of another substance 
(e.g., nitrogen or nitrate), sediment, or low dissolved oxygen in a serie'S of samples are required 
for a stream to be placed on the list of "water quality limited streams. ,. Sampling results on the 
Uinta National Forest show that elevated levels of phosphorus are usually associated with high 
suspended sediment loads, an indication that high phosphorus levels are relateJ to surface soil 
erosion. This is consistent with the fact that phosphorus levels are often highest during spring 
runoff and taper off as surface runoff declines. Natural sources of phosphorus include the Park 
City Formation and parts of the Green River Shale and Uinta Formation. Domestic livestock and 
agricultural runoff can also be contributors. Co-op Creek in Strawberry Valley is a candidate for 
addition to the state list of "water quality limited streams," as historically it has had high levels of 
both suspended sediment and phosphorus. 
(2) Soil Productivity 
The Uinta National Forest has had no formal method of measuring or monitoring soil product-
ivity since implementation of the Forest Plan. There has been some site-specific monitoring of 
soii conditions related to specific projects, and continuous monitoring of vegetative conditions on 
range allotments. A more detailed description of the current condition is covered in the previous 
Soil Productivity section on page 3-6. 
(3) Watershed Condition 
Monitoring of watershed conditions on the Forest would ideally include a combination of water 
quality measurement, quantification of soil con.ditions with respect to hydrologic function, 
riparian condition surveys, upland vegetative conditions, stream channel conditions, and aquatic 
habitat surveys. For the most part, monitoring has been conducted in each subject area, although 
there has been less emphasis on formal soils monitoring and little emphasis on assessing stream 
channel conditions. Also, no method has been implemented to combine the results of these 
surveys so as to describe or quantify overall watershed conditions. An attempt at describing 
watershed conditions across the Forest was made following completion of the 1984 Forest Plan. 
At that time, all watersheds on the Forest were rated as being in Condition Class III, in need of 
capital investment to restore watershed condition. This rating was assigned, in part, as a strategy 
to obtain funding for watershed work. Watershed restoration needs have been identified and 
numerous projects have been completed on the Forest. Following the 1988 acquisition of the 
Strawberry Valley lands, many restoration projects were implemented, including the removal of 
beaver dams, the planting of willows to provide streambank stability and restore streambank 
habitat, and the removal of livestock from the immediate area around the reservoir and its 
3 -9 
tributaries to allow the establishment of vegetation. More recently, landscape analyses have been 
completed or are in progress in Strawberry Valley, the Vernon area, and White River and 
Diamond Fork watersheds. While information on watershed improvement needs could be 
obtained from these analyses, their real purpose is to ev&luate past management direction on the 
landscape and predict future conditions given the current management direction. Watersheds 
could best be served by re-implementation of the WIN database, which would help identify the 
extent of needed watershed restoration work while providing the information necessary to 
prioritize that work. 
The 1994 Forest Monitoring Repon includes nine monitoring elements related to Soils and 
Watershed, Water Quality, and Riparian and Fish Habitat. Riparian monitoring in 1994 
consisted of 65 stream miles of Level II monitoring I and 75 stream miles ofLevelllI 
monitoring2 The monitoring addressed vegetative conditions only (based on transects, narrow 
sample strips of vegetation specifically c!Josen for study) and generally did not include stream 
channel conditions. Utilization studies were conducted on 1,218 riparian acres within grazed 
range allotments in 1994. Results show that 21.5 percent of the total acres met Forest Plan 
objectives, 53.8 percent of the acres were moving toward Forest Plan objectives, and 24.6 
percent did not meet and were not moving toward Forest Plan Objectives. Water quality 
monitoring consists of the collection and analysis of stream macro-invenebrate and water 
chemistry samples. Macro-invenebrate data collected through 1994 indicate overall "stable" 
aquatic habitat conditions for the period 1978-93, with 1977 being the reference year in which 
most baseline stations were established. An exception to this condition assessment exists in 
Strawberry Valley. Strawberry Reservoir and all of its tributaries were subjected to rotenone 
treatment in 1990 to eliminate undesirable, non-game fish species. Through 1993, 10 to 27 
percent of aquatic invenebrate taxa that were present before the treatment were still missing from 
the 13 sampling stations in Strawberry Valley. Through 1996, each sampling station was still 
missing some invenebrate taxa. 
(4) Ripartan Areas, Floodplains, and Wetlands 
Riparian monitoring has been conducted primarily through the use of transccts followi ng R4 
(Region 4) protocols. Normally, only the vegetative ponion of the protocol is used, with no data 
on channel conditions being collected. The transects are used primarily to monitor conditions 
within range allotments on the Forest and give information on vegetative ground COver and 
trends at specific sites. There are about 75 such plots on the Forest and measurements are taken 
at least once every five years. Current monitoring suggests that in many cases, standards are 
being met and the area is meeting or there is progress toward the desired future condition. 
However, in some instances, desired future conditions are not being met (e.g., riparian conditions 
within some range allotments) or there is no movement toward those conditions even where 
forest standards and guidelines are being followed. 
I LenlII monitoring identifies and maps the boundaries of "riparian complexes." Riparian complexes are units of 
land with a ,given biolic and abiotic potential based on geomorphology. landfonn, soil, stream gradient, elevation. 
and vegctabon. It IS from these basic units that interpretations are developed and information extracted. 
2Lnell" monltorlng lOvolves intensive. site-specific data collection to address specific questioll!, issues. or 
needs Quantitative data are collected to (J) characterize existing and potential riparian complex conditions. and (2) 
monitor changes In those conditions. lnformation from Level III surveys is used to assess impacts of management 
acltVltles and make adJUJttnents in management practiCe! and/or project planning and design . 
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(5) Public Healtb 
Water quality at public facilities on the Forest is monitored monthly during the season of use in 
accordance with the Safe Drinking Water Act under authority and direction from the State of 
Utah. The primary tests are for water-borne bacteria (conducted monthly) and nitrate 
(conducted annually). Other tests (nitrite, sul fate, metals) are conducted as required by the state. 
All necessary measures are taken to ensure that water quality at public facilities is maintained. 
Clean Water Action Plan - Unified Watenbed Assessment 
In 1997 the Inland West Water Working Group identified a strategy for providing effective ste-
wardship of watersheds and aquatic resources into the 21 st Century. The strategy had three 
pans: (I) complete a watershed and aquatic assessment to identify priorities for watershed res-
toration and protection, (2) improve relationships between federal and state agencies and others 
to create an environment for cooperative solutions to water problems, and (3) build a strong 
foundation of technical knowledge and tools about watersheds and aquatic systems. 
On February 14, 1998, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and U.S. Department 
of Agriculture issued the Clean Water Action Plan. This Plan provides a blueprint for restoring 
and protecting the nation's water resources, thereby meeting the objectives of the Inland West 
Water Working Group strategy. The Action Plan focused on four tools for achieving clean water 
goals: 
I . Use a watershed approach to set priorities and take action to clean up rivers, lakes, and 
coastal waters, 
2. Implement strong federal and state water quality standards to protect public health, prev-
ent polluted runoff, and ensure accountability, 
3. Implement natural resource stewardship by applying the collective resources and techni-
cal expenise of federal natural resource and conservation agencies to state and local 
watershed restoration and protection, and 
4. Improve the information available to the public, various government agencies, and others 
about the health of watersheds and the safety of beaches, drinking water, and fish . 
A key element of the Action Plar. is a new, cooperative approach to restoring and protecting 
water quality. This is achieved through state, federal, tr"ll, and local governments working with 
affected stakeholders and citizens to identify watershed. Hith the most critical water quality 
problems. and then working together to focus resources and implement effective strategies to 
solve those problems. These assessments identify: 
Watersheds that will be targeted to receive significant new resources to clean up waters 
that are not meeting water quality standards, 
Pristine or sensitive watersheds on federal lands where core federal and state programs 
can be brought together to prevent degradation of water quality, and 
Threatened watersheds that need an extra measure of protection and attention. 
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Work on ~le watershed assessment has already been initiated. The assessment has utilized avail-
able water quality data to evaluate all watersheds (evaluated at the 8-digit hydrologic unit3) in the 
state. Work is underway to assign each watershed to one of the following classes: 
Class 1-
Class 11-
Class III -
Watersheds in need of restoration 
Watersheds meeting goals, including those needing action to sustain water quality 
Watersheds with pristine or sensitive aquatic systems or conditions on lands ad-
ministered by state, federal or tribal governments 
Class IV - Watersheds with insufficient data to make an assessment 
In April 1999, a map identifying the Class I (priority) watersheds in Utah was released. Of the 
eight watersheds on the Uinta National Forest, two were identified as priority watersheds: 
Watershed 16020202 (Spanish Fork River), and Watershed 16020203 (Provo River). The re-
maining watersheds have not yet been classified. 
I AQUATICS 
Fishing is the most popular fish/wildlife related recreational pursuit on the Forest, providing an 
average of 5.3 percent of the total Recreation Visitor Days (RVDs) during 1995. Fishing on 
Strawberry Reservoir alone equates to 125,000 RVDs. The popularity of sport fishing is 
mcreasmg at a faster rate than any other consumptive/non-consumptive use on the Forest. 
Native fish species (those existing prior to 1800 within the current Uinta National Forest 
boundary) currently residing on the Forest include the Colorado and Bonneville cutthroat trout, 
mountain whitefish, Utah and June suckers, leatherside, Utah and least chubs, speckled dace, 
Bonneville redside shiner, and Paiute and mottled sculpins. Non-native fish species (those which 
did not exist prior to 1800 within the Uinta National Forest boundary) include the kokanee 
(sockeye) salmon, and the rainbow, brown, and brook trout. Native amphibian species include 
the tiger salamander, Great Basin spadefoot, boreal, Great Plains, and Woodhouse's toads, and 
boreal chorus, northern leopard, and spotted frogs. Numerous aquatic insects are also present, 
but are not listed in this document. 
In 1984, the Uinta National Forest reported 220 miles of fishable stream and 284 surface acres of 
lakes and reservoirs. Geographical Information System (GIS) technology currently indicates the 
Forest encompasses 1,429 miles of perennial stream, 4,273 miles of :ntermittent streams, and 
17,772 surface acres of lakes and reservoirs (excluding ponds under two acres in size that are 
fishless). The majority of the perennial streams, lakes, and reservoirs support fish, and some of 
the intermittent streams may support early life stages offish. Amphibians are also found in 
many bodies of water, although limited inventory has been conducted. Two of the largest bodies 
of water on the Forest are Strawberry and Currant Creek Reservoirs. 
The increase in miles of stream and surface acres is due to land transfers, removal of stream 
diversion structures, and the availability of more accurate data and inventory due to improved 
jHrdrol~C unit The coding system developed by the U.S. Geological Service to map geographic boundaries of 
vanoU5 size watersheds. 
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technology. Since 1984 several major events affecting the aquatic systems on the Uinta National 
Forest have occurred. In 1988 approximately 57,000 acres in the Strawberry Valley (including 
17,160 acres of reservoir) were transferred from the Bureau of Reclamation to the Uinta National 
Forest. In 1990 the reservoir and its tributary streams were treated to remove n n-game fish, 
then were restocked with kokanee salmon and rainbow and cutthroat trout. Municipal water 
demand and recreational use of streams and reservoirs have increased along with an increase in 
the general population along the Wasatch Front. The Bonneville and Colorado cutthroat trout 
and spotted frog were petitioned for listing under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), 
affecting management of habitats where they exist. Genetic testing to the determine purity of 
cutthroat trout species is ongoing under an agreement with the Stat~ of Utah. Results from this 
testing could impact how some of our aquatic habitats are managed. The Rangeland Ecosystem 
Amendment to the 1984 Forest Plan includes specific emphasis for management of all riparian 
areas. 
Since approval of the Forest Plan, several lake, stream, and riparian restoration and improvement 
projects have been completed, many of which were designed to repair damage resulting from the 
1983-84 floods. Many streambank stabilization and fish habitat improvement projects have been 
completed, while many continue across the entire Forest. Project monitoring is conducted on a 
select few streams and riparian areas to evaluate the overall effectiveness of all projects. 
Inventories of all streamside corridors, riparian zones, lakes, and reservoirs have been completed 
across the Forest. Aquatic habitat inventories are ongoing. Fish habitat evaluation and 
engineering feasibility studies are almost completed on CUP mitigation streams. Similar 
evaluation and feasibility studies are needed for some fish habitats elsewhere on the Forest. 
Overall habitat diversity has been maintained since the implementation of the Forest Plan. Much 
more needs to be done in order to attain and maintain desired successional diversity in plant 
communities. Fewer than half the acres scheduled in the Forest Plan have been treated for 
habitat improvement, primarily due to a lack of both personnel and funding. In contrast, because 
of funding provided by the CUP, more structures (mostly for fish) have "een developed than 
were scheduled in the Forest Plan. 
The Forest has coordinated with the Utah Department of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) and other 
fish and wildlife management organizations in regards to fish and wildlife habitat management. 
Forest personnel serving as members of the Interagency Aquatics Biological Assessment Team 
(IABAT) provide ongoing liaison with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Close 
working relationships have been developed with many local and national sports clubs, 
conservation organizations, private firms, and individuals. Through the "Challenge Cost-Share 
Program," many of these groups have been imolved in projects and activities on the Forest 
including kids fishing derbies and fish and wildlife habitat improvement projects. 
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I AIR QUALITY 
Forest Service po!icy directs the national forests to integrate air resource management objectives 
into all resource pb nning and management activities. Air quality criteria for specific pollutants 
are estabhshed by the EPA and regulated locally by the Utah Department of Environmental 
Quality (DEQ). The national forests within Utah work cooperatively with Utah DEQ, the 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the National Park Service, and other agencies in directly 
monitoring air quality and meeting statewide and regional air quality objectives. One air quality 
monitoring station is operated in Timpanogos Cave National Monument under a cooperative 
agreement between the Uinta National Forest and the National Park Service to monitor air 
quality in the vicinity of the Lone Peak and Mount Timpanogos Wilderness Areas. A second 
monitoring station is located at Snowbird Ski Resort. 
The Clean Air Act of 1977, as amended in 1990, designated as Class I Areas:4 National Parks, 
Monuments, and Scenic Areas greater than 6,000 acres in size, and wilderness areas greater than 
5,000 acres in size. Lone Peak, Mount Nebo, and Mount Timpanogos Wilderness Areas were all 
established after the passage of the Clean Air Act and are therefore managed as Class II areas,s 
along with all remaining lands on the Uinta National Forest. 
The policy established in the 1984 Forest Plan is to "ensure that activities conducted on Forest 
System lands do not cause significant deterioration of air quality, and ensure that ambient air 
quality is adequate to accomplish land and resource management activities." Only one 
management standard for air quality is included in the Forest Plan: to determine if air quality in 
the Lone Peak Wilderness Areas meets Class II standards. The Lone Peak site in Timpanogos 
Cave National Monument was established in 1993 in part because of its proximity to air quality 
nonattainment areas in Utah and Salt Lake Counties. 
Within Utah, a large percentage of air pollutants originate from the urban areas along the 
Wasatch Front. Davis, Salt Lake, and Utah Counties account for roughly one-third of the 
statewide emissions of Particulate Matter 10 (PM I 0), Volatile Organic Carbon (VOC), carbon 
monoxide, and sulfur dioxide. More than one-half of each of these pollutants and up to 80 
percent of PM I 0 emissions are derived from motor vehicle exhaust. The Utah DEQ currently 
hsts Salt Lake and Utah Counties and the City of Ogden as nonattainment areas for PM 10. 
Ogden, Salt Lake, and Provo/Orem are nonattainment areas for carbon monoxide. Davis and 
Salt Lake Counties are nonattainment areas for ozone. Through 1994, roughly 77 percent of 
Utah's population lived in nonattainment areas within Utah, Salt Lake, Davis, and Weber 
Counties. 
Prev.ailing ~esterly winds transport these pollutants onto the Uinta National Forest. Monitoring 
studIes md,cate that aIr quahty on most of the Forest is not seriously impacted; however, some 
pollution effects can be seen . The Forest has supported annual lichen biomonitoring since 1995 
in a partnership with Brigham Young University (BYU). These studies have noted elevated 
4C1usl Ana) melude only those areas in existence ~t the time the Clean Air Act was passed in 1977. In Utah, this 
mcludcd Arches. Bryce. CanyonJand.!, Capitol Reef. and Zion National Parb. and Lone Peak Wilderness Area. 
Cla.n I Area! receive the most stringent degree of protection from furwe air quality degradatjon. 
Selul II Artis mclude wilderness areas designated after the passage of the Clean Air Act. and all other National 
FOTest System lands. ChlSS II Area.. are cleaner than federal air qual ity standarcb require, and receive a moderate 
degree of protection from future air quality degradation, Moderate increases in new pollution may be pennined, 
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levels oflead, arsenic, chromium, and nickel in lichen tissue samples from II sites on the Forest. 
The pattern and distribution of metals indicate Utah Valley is not only a source of these 
pollutants found on the Uinta, but also pollutants found at distant sites on the Manti-LaSai 
National Forest. As urban growth along the Wasatch Front continues, monitoring will become 
increasingly important in detecting such trends as they occur. 
The primary activities on the Uinta National Forest which can adversely impact air quality are 
prescribed burns and wildfires. Prescribed and agricultural burning currently account for roughly 
S percent of the total PM I 0 and carbon monoxide emissions in the four-county area comprising 
the Uinta National Forest (Utah, Wasatch, Summit, Juab) and less than 2 percent of the nitrogen 
oxide and VOC emissions. Increased use of prescribed fire could impact the current 
nonattainment status of Utah County for PM I 0, as well as new state standards for PM2.S. The 
Forest currently operates under a Memorandum of Understanding with the Utah DEQ that 
requires modeling of smoke dispersal and smoke emissions, and monitoring of weather 
conditiolls prior to and during prescribed burning operations. Beginning in 1999, prescribed 
bums will be permitted by the state on an individual basis. Related information on fire can be 
found in the Fire Management section of this chapter on page 3-48. 
I COMMON VARIETY AND LOCATABl.& MINDALS MANAGEMENT I 
Common variety minerals are the sole family of minerals over which the Forest Service has 
complete discretion to manage and dispose. Common variety minerals on the Uinta National 
Forest ir,c1ude sand and gravel, common fill dirt and stone, and other materials used in general 
building or construction applications. 
Locatable minerals are those disposed of under authority of the U.S. Mining Laws of 1872, as 
amended. These are the so-called 'hard rock' minerals subject to appropriation by mining claim. 
Locatable minerals on the Uinta National Forest include lead, zinc, gold, silver, uranium, 
gypsum, and some types of limestone and clay. 
Common variety and locatable minerals management did not surface as a public issue during 
preparation of the 1984 Forest Plan. Energy minerals, however (primarily oil and gas), were 
identified as a management concern. 
The Forest Plan contains five standards and guidelines specific to minerals exploration and 
development. These describe situations under which various stipulations or restrictions on 
exploration and development will be applied. None are clearly specific as to whether they apply 
to only leasable minerals or if they apply to common variety and locatable minerals as well . 
Three of the standards were amended in 1997; however, these amendments applied to issuing 
leases for oil and gas and did not apply to locatable or common variety minerals. 
The 1984 Forest Plan did not identify any required monitoring for minerals. In 1993 the Forest 
Plan was amended and the following four monitoring requirements relating to minerals in 
general were added : 
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Evaluate case(s) for compliance with regulations and Forest Plan direction 
• Monitor compliance with Operating Plan requirements 
Evaluate impacts of exploration and development on surface resources 
Identify any unacceptable or unexpected deviation from Operating Plans and 
Reclamation Plans 
An assessment of potential for minerals, as noted in the 1984 Forest Plan, is surnmarizeli below. 
Table 3-3. Assessment of Minerals Potential on the Forest 
.v- ~ ",,' .. ~ , ....... .. ' .,..:O; _~ 
Wildemess (Lone Peak) Low intennediate Hisdl Intennediate 
Pleasant Grove Low Intennediate Highest 
Heber Hisdl Intennediate Hisdl Intennediate 
Spanish Fork High Intennediate High Intennediate 
Nebo Low Intennediate Hisdlest 
Vernon Lowest High Intennediate 
The areas withdrawn from mineral claims include Mineral Basin on the Pleasant Grove Ranger 
District, recreation sites, administrative sites, and wilderness areas. 
When the Forest Plan was being developed in the early I 980s, non-oil and non-gas minerai 
activity had not been significant for several decades. Forest-wide, there were several hundred 
mining claims recorded with the BLM. More than 100 claims were held within the area now 
encompassed by the Mount Nebo Wilderness Area. Low-key, casual prospecting was the norm 
as claimants sought to simply meet the demands of doing annual assessment work required by 
the BLM to hold their claims. The vast majority of the work was non-impacting and required no 
permitting. Concurrent with the low level of locatable mineral activity was a rather low demand 
for common variety minerals, as strong population growth and immigration into Utah Valley had 
yet to materialize and stimulate interest. 
Today, there are fewer than 100 unpatented mining claims on the Forest, and only one small 
mine is in operation. Changes in the BLM's mining claim recording procedures in 1993 resulted 
in the abandonment of tens of thousands of mining claims in the West. The Utah BLM mining 
records from January 1998 show only 126 claims still on the Uinta National Forest. Seventy-one 
of these do not have a current assessment on file and will likely be declared as abanJoned and 
void by the BLM. 
Given the low level of non-energy minerals activity which has continued since 1984,6 it is not 
surprising that there have been no significant problems with provisions in the Forest Plan. Little 
activity meant little possibility for conflict. 
6from 1995-97. there were an average of 10-12 reported pro,pecting veotures per year. 
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Results of past year.;' monitoring are not complete as there are ottly formal monitoring reports 
for 1993 and 1994. The 1994 report is based on four monitoring requirements which were added 
to the Forest Plan through the 1993 amendment. Though the 1994 report showed general 
compliance with the 1993 monitoring criteria, the two reports are not adequate to determine if 
the Plan 's standards and guidelines and goals and objectives are being met consistently. 
The demand and potential for minerals were considered in the development of the Forest Plan. 
Favorability ratings identifying oil and gas potential were furnished by several minerals/energy 
companies. A five-point rating system willi the following categories was used: lowest, low 
intermediate, high intermediate, highest, and unknown favorability . 
Table 3-4. FavorabWty Ratings for OU and Gas Potential 
., ........ .v- Ol_a. .............. 
Wilderness (Lone Peak) Low Intennediate Favorability 
Pleasant Grove Hisdl Intennediate Favorability 
Heber High Intermediate Favorability 
Spanish Fork Hisdl Intermediate Favorability 
Nebo High Intermediate Favorability 
Vernon Low Intermediate Favorability 
The Uinta Forest Plan provided for oil and gas leasing in all areas outside of wilderness. Forest 
policy toward minerals and energy states, "National Forest System land will be managed to 
effectively contribute to national and regional demands for minerals and energy and to ensure 
environmental protection during planning and construction of energy- and mineral-related facili-
ties." 
The standards and guidelines developed to achieve this policy (as listed in the Forest Plan), (I) 
identify environmental situations which necessitate application of the various stipulations. and 
(2) identify to which management areas these standards and guidelines apply. The Western 
Uinta Basin Oil and Gas Leasing Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) decision refined and 
modified some of the standards and guidelines for a portion of the Heber management area south 
of the Strawberry River and a portion of the Spanish Fork manr.gement area east of Diamond 
Fork Creek. 
The Forest Plan did not identify any monitoring requirements specific to oil and gas exploration 
and development. However, the Forest Plan was amended in 1993 and the monitoring req-
uirements were changed. The amendment established four monitoring requirements: 
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• Evaluate at least one case history annually on each Ranger District for compliance with 
regulations and Forest Plan direction. 
• Monitor compliance with Operation Plan requirements through attainment reporting, 
management reviews, and on-site inspections. 
• Evaluate exploration and development of any reserved and outstanding mineral rights for 
any impacts adverse to forest management of surface resources. 
• Conduct field examinations to identify any unacceptable or unexpected deviation from 
Operating Plans and Reclamation Plans. 
Passage of the Federal Onshore Oil and Gas Leasing Reform Act of 1987 (FOOGLRA) changed 
Forest Service authority relative to oil and gas leasing and regulating surface disturbing activities 
pursuant to a lease. The Forest Service now retains the authority to make the leasing decision, 
but not before a site-specific analysis is completed. 
The regulations implementing FOOGLRA (36 CFR 228 Subpart E) established an analysis pro-
cess to follow in making a leasing decision. Since this leasing process postdates the Forest Plan, 
the regulatory reqUIrements for completing a leasing analysis must be fulfilled prior to making 
any leasing decisions. The regulations (36 CFR 228.I02[bJ) also require the Forest Supervisor to 
establish and maintain a schedule for conducting leasing analyses for lands under their jurisdic-
tion not previously analyzed. This schedule, completed in 1992, indicated that the leasing analy-
SIS for the Forest would be done through the Western Uinta Basin Oil and Gas Leasing decision 
and the Forest Plan revision. 
The Western Uinta Basin Oil and Gas Leasing EIS and Record of Decision met the leasing req-
UIrements for hIgh and moderate potential areas, finalizing the leasing decision for that portion of 
the Heber management area south of the Strawberry River and that portion of the Spanish Fork 
management area east of Diamond Fork Creek. Remaining areas of the Forest are considered 
low potential, meaning an EIS is required to determine the leasing availability of the remaining 
lands. 
In preparing the Western Uinta Basin Oil and Gas Leasing EIS, the updated assessment of oil 
and gas potential indicated that although oil and gas had not been produced from any of the wells 
drilled on the Forest, prerequisites for the occurrence of oil or gas exist on much of the Forest. 
The assessment projected that oue well would be drilled on the Forest in the next 15 years, most 
hkely in the Uintah Basin, which was identified as a high potential area for oil and gas. The area 
of transition between the Uintah Basin and the Strawberry Thrust sheet was identified as a 
moderate potential area. Both areas were covered by the Western Uinta Basin Oil and Gas Lea-
sing decision. Other areas of the Forest were identified as low or no potential areas. 
A uniform format for oil and gas leasing stipulations was adopted by the Chief of the Forest Ser-
vice in 1989. This format identifies different stipulation formats than those identified in Ap-
pendix E of the 1984 Forest Plan. 
Oil and gas exploration activities on the Forest have been limited in recent years. As of January 
I , 1998, there was only one oil and gas lease on the Heber Ranger District in the area northwest 
of Currant Creek Reservoir, which is still pending with the BLM. Since the Western Uinta Basin 
Oil and Gas Leasing EIS decision was rendered, three requests or nominations for leases 
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covering several thousand acres in the area affected have been received. In response to these 
requests, no leases have been offered yet as areas with higher interest are being processed first. 
There has also been some recent (1998) interest expressed in leasing a small portion of the Forest 
not covered by the Western Uinta Basin Oil and Gas Leasing EIS. This area was not included in 
that EIS because it was identified as having low potential. Other than interest in leasing, the onl) 
recent oil and gas related activity on the Forest occurred in 1994 when one Surface Use Plan of 
Operation was processed for the south end of the Nebo Unit. 
BIOLOGICAL COMPONENTS 
I PROPERLY FUNcnONlNG CONDmON 
This section contains three assessments of Properly Functioning Condition (PFC) at the Sub-
Regional scale, which includes the Wasatch Mountains, Bonneville Basin, and Uinta Mountains. 
The intent of this PFC assessment is an increased understanding of ecosystem components at a 
variety of scales, and identification of those that are at risk. This process is intended to be 
descriptive, not prescriptive. It is also intended to share knowledge gathered from a variety of 
perspectives and disciplines, and from this information develop common perceptions of those 
ecosystems. It is not intended to drive specific treatment projects but is to be used to determine 
priority work for ecosystems at risk. 
Concept and Intent. Dermitions. Ecological Approach 
The idea of a PFC was first employed by the BlM to identify ecological systems at risk. Further 
refinement and application of the concept to larger scoles were developed soon thereafter, and 
were tested by the Intermountain Region of the Forest Service at the regional scale. Two 
definitions are important to an understanding of the concept: 
Properly Functioning Condition (PFC) 
An ecosystem at any temporal or spatial scale when it is dynamic and resilient to perturba-
tions to structure, composition, and processes of its biological or physical compcnents. 
Risk 
Risk refers to situations in which the outcome is not certain but the chance of system 
degradation beyond the point of resiliency and sustainability can be estimated. We have 
divided risk into two distinct categories: (I) risk for losing any given ecosystem component 
(physical or biological), and (2) risk for losing structural and/or biological diversity within a 
type. An example of losing a component might include the conversion of a seral aspen 
component to a conifer cover type as a result of undisturbed succession (exclusion offire 
results in the replacement of aspen by conifers). An example of losing structural diversity 
and/or biological diversity might include the skewing of a component toward one age class 
throughout an ecosystem. This may be caused by the exclusion of disturbance (e.g., fire 
exclusion resulting in dense overstory development in a sagebrush community) or by 
catastrophic disturbances resulting from historic management practices (e.g., years of fire 
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exclusion resulting in a fuels build up, leading to fire intensities outside historic levels). In 
addition to these two major risk types, there are risks associated with the expansion of 
noxious weeds in some ecosystem components. Noxious weeds tend to out-compete the 
native vegetation and can alter the associated functions (e.g., biologic and hydrologic). 
An interdisciplinary approach is used to assess the function of the system in question. 
Assessments were executed by interdisciplinary team~ of Forest Service personnel who 
had first-hand knowledge about the areas in question. 
Infonnation providing the basis of the assessment was developed and recorded during a 
facilitated meeting of an interdisciplinary team lasting two to three days. The assessment 
was developed using existing infonnation and personal knowledge of the ecosystems 
involved. 
For the most part, information was intentionally limited to the biological and physical 
components of the ecosystem(s) being assessed. While it is clear that humans and their 
activities are an integral part of these systems, thp focus remained on the biological and 
physical components. Subsequent assessmen. efforts that will integrate effects primarily 
on and by humans with these biologicaVphysical ecosystem components will be 
undertaken. 
Four criteria are considered in detennining PFC: structure, composition, disturbance regime, and 
patterns. Brief definitions are provided below: 
Structure 
An expression of the age and size classes for a subject area related to vegetation type I e.g., 
structure in an aspen component may be primarily mature, large diameter trees or it may be 
predominantly young, seedling-sized trees). 
Composition 
An expression of the species present in each ecosystem component. 
Disturbance Regime 
Includes all known current and historical disturbances of an ecosystem component includ;'lg 
grazing, human trampling, logging, foraging by wildlife ungulates, wind, flood, insects, 
disease. and fire . 
Pattern. 
An indication of how ecosystems occur in relationship to others, and how ecosystems 
function within and between themselves. Consideration of size, shape, age, class, distribu-
tion, and juxtaposition of structures is given, as are relationships of modern to historical 
distribution and pattern . 
Process of Assessments 
The process as defined by the !ntennountain Region consists of six steps: (I) define the spatial 
and temporal scale of the assessment; (2) assemble a team of technical experts for the scale; (3) 
use ecosystem component matrices to detennine information needs; (4) select appropriate 
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ecosystem components and detennine whether they are at PFC; (5) for ecosystem components 
not at PFC, detennine degree of departure from PFC; and (6) summarize the results and estimate 
a relative risk in tenns of the ecosystem component or combinations of ecosystem components. 
Information on each of the four criteria (structure, composition. disturbance regime, and 
patterns) are provided in narratives for a number of different components. Ecosystem 
components are broad ecosystem types coinciding with dominant overstory vegetation type. For 
the final report, narratIves are organized by the following headings: Background, Assessment (of 
PFC), and Risks (how far away is each subject area from historic composition, structure, 
patterns, disturbance regimes, etc.). 
A comparative summary table (Table I, Appendix B) illustrates the differences in risk as closely 
as possible among Sub-Regions in northern Utah. In addition, the succeeding tables summarize 
increases, decreases, and risk type for all subject areas within each assessment area (Tables 2-4, 
Appendix B). 
Scale of Assessments 
The original process designed by the Intennountain Region considers PFCs at three different 
scales: Regional, Sub-Regional, and Landscape. All recent Forest Service assessments have 
been spatially delimited ucing ecosystem units defined hy McNab and Avers in the 1994 USDA 
publication. Ecological Subregions of the United Stales. 
The Sub-Region boundaries were defined by the teams using several criteria: all National Forest 
System lands were included; separations between assessment areas were made using section and 
subsection boundaries as defined in Ecological Subregions of the United States ; assessment areas 
were designed so that they did not overlap; and areas where knowledge of the team was limited 
were eliminated from consideration. 
Three Sub-Regional Assessments covering all of the Wasatch-Cache and Uinta National Forests, 
and most of the Ashley National Forest (except the Tavaputs Plateau) were completed. 
The first assessment is of the Wasatch Mountains and includes portions of the Overthrust 
Mountains Section from just north of Nephi, Utah, to the Idaho border. Areas to the south were 
included in the assessment by the Forest Service for the Utah High Plateaus and Mountains 
S""tion. Areas within the Overthrus: Mountain Section directly to the north of the Wasatch-
Cache National Forest were included in a PFC assessment done by the Caribou National Forest. 
The second assessment In this document covers two subsections within the Bonneville Basin 
Section. These two subsections, the Stansbury Range and the Sheeprock Mountains. were 
extracted from the larger section for consideration in the assessment, as they were the only 
National Forest System lands managed by the Northern Utah Ecogroup (NUEG) within the 
section. 
The third assessment covers the Uinta Mountains Section and was conducted by Ashley, Uinta, 
and Wasatch-Cache National Forest personnel in June, 1997. 
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There has been consideration and comparison between the background, assessment, and risk 
statements, and consistency of conclusions among these adjacent areas and those considered in 
this document. 
The Forest Plan revision process provides an opportunity to reassess the lands deemed ap-
propriate (or timber management to account for changes in land status and uses that have occur-
red in the past decade. Changes may result from land exchanges and acquisitions, as well as 
laws, regulations, and agreements that affect the uses of forested lands. The current revision will 
use technology such as GIS data not available during the original Forest Plan development. 
Analysis has been conducted utilizing the Draft Region 4 Protocol for determining those acres 
which are capable and available for providing timber products. This analysis indicates that ap-
proximately 234,500 acres of conifer and aspen are capable and available, based on vegetation 
data in the Forest 's GIS database. These acres v3ty from those listed in the 1984 Plan due to the 
database information being different than what was used for the current Plan's determinations. 
Analyses stilI need to be conducted to determine which lands are capable and tentatively suited 
for timber production. Tentatively suited acres are used in the form ulation of various 
management alternatives based on how the Forest can best resolve issues and concerns in other 
resource areas such as watershed integrity, wildlife needs, recreation, fisheries, wilderness and so 
on. 
The Forest Plan projected a harvest level of2.4 Million Board Feet (MMBF)fyear from 1981 -85; 
1.5 MMBF from 1986-90; and from 1992 on, a sustained level of 1.9 MMBF of sawtimber per 
year, 0.25 MMBF of which was to be aspen. The Plan recognized that the then current 
production level was 4.5 MMBFfyear. 
The 1984 Forest Plan analyzed the market conditions prevalent at the time within the Forest's 
work:ng circle. Sawtimber demand was listed at 6 MMBF fyear. 
Harvest levels have been averaging between 4 and 5 MMBF, with an annual average of;.4 
MMBF counted toward the Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) and the remainder in salvage. The 
1984 Forest Plan set the sawtimber ASQ at 1.9 MMBF. 
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Table 3-5. Sawtimber Offer By Year 
1"~"'~:'liI II I~",...,~ '-Y- T ............. .,.. , laMMU 
1985 0.9 2.8 0.0 
1986 5.4 1.5 0.8 
1987 5.1 1.5 2.5 
1988 2.5 I.S 1.0 
1989 0.4 1.5 0.4 
1990 5.1 1.5 3.4 
1991 2.2 1.9 0.3 
1992 3.0 1.9 1.7 
1993 4.0 1.9 2.5 
1994 1.1 1.9 0.0 
1995 3.1 1.9 2.2 
1996 i 1.6 1.9 1.2 
1997 I 7.1 1.9 1.0 
The Forest Plan projected a sustained fuel wood harvest level of 18,000 cords per year (9. 
MMBF) from 1986 on. The Plan anticipated this harvest would be from tradlllonal gathenng of 
dead and down material, logging debris, green aspen, green oak, and green pinyon/juniper. 
Current supply exceeds the projected demand amount by about 16,000 cords. The Forest .sells 
approximately 800 to 1,200 cords (0.5 to 0.6 MMBF) of firewood each year through mdlVldual 
firewood cutting permits. 
Table 3-6, Fuelwood Harvest By Year 
[ Year IIlIIlwuod V ..... SeId 1 .............. 11 .... lac.- lac..· 
1985 No data 12500 
1986 No data 18000 
1987 14200 18000 
1988 7600 18000 
1989 3200 18000 
1990 3,200 18000 
1991 3200 18000 
1992 3200 18000 
1993 2,400 18000 
1994 1400 18000 
I 1995 1200 18000 
1996 800 18000 
1997 1000 18000 
JO 
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The Forest no longer utilizes commercial-use permits for Christmas tree harvesting. Only 1,500 
personal-use Christmas tree permits are offered each year for subalpine fir on the Heber Ranger 
District. The demand far exceeds the permined supply, evidenced by the fact that all permits are 
sold-out within one hour of going on sale. 
I TIMBER MANAGEMENT PRACflCESIPRESCRIPI'IONS 
Timber resources comprise nearly 68 percent of the total acreage on the Uinta National Forest, 
and include spruce/fir, white fir , Douglas-fir. aspen, and limited amounts of ponderosa pine. A 
1997 regional publication, Forest Resources of the Uinta National Forest, listed the most 
common forest types. with area covered, as aspen (32 percent), Gambel oak (20 percent), 
Douglas-fir (13 percent), spruce/fir ( 10 percent), and white fi r and pinyon-juniper (7 percent). 
The remaining II percent is made up of maple, limber pine, Engelmann spruce, cottonwood, and 
lodgepole pine. 
The Forest Plan currently identifies the even-aged silvicultural system as the major harvest 
method to be applied on the Forest. The shelterwood method would be applied to coniferous 
forest types and c1earcut for aspen forest types. The bulk of this harvesting would be 
accomplished through removal of the Engelmann spruce/subalpine fir cover type with little 
emphasis being placed on aspen removal. Harvesting activit ies were to be focused on the Heber 
Ranger District with limited activities on the Nebo Unit. Other cover types would be addressed 
when needed as dictated by insect and disease problems or other resource reasons. 
A need for Timber Stand Improvement (TSI) activi ties in nonmerchantable size timber was re-
cognized. with a projected objective of 50 acres per year. 
Both natural and artificial (planting) regeneration activities would need to be practiced to meet 
the I ational Forest Management Act of 1976 (N FMA) regeneration requirements. Rodent 
control and protection from grazing would be necessary to ensure the success of many regenera-
tion treatments. The Forest Plan estimated this would involve approximately 50 acres per year. 
For wildlife habitat improvement, the Forest Plan recommended afforesting oak-brush 
woodlands and other vegetative types "where cost efficient and environmentally feasible. " 
The Forest Plan allowed for personal-use Christmas tree and post and pole sales as a public 
service. It recommended using the Christmas tree program to help achieve TS I objectives and to 
help prevent the conversion of aspen stands to conifers stands. A juniper Christmas tree program 
was also recommended. Christmas tree sales were to be offered in stands where stand 
composition and density would not be adversely impacted . 
The Forest Plan projected that monitoring for timber would be centered around achieving NFMA 
regeneration stocking standards. A forest- wide inventory of aspen was identified to map 
merchantable aspen stands and establish stand treatment priorities. 
3 - 24 cfl 
Current Situation 
Through the mid-1990s, most timber harvest on the Forest occurred in the spruce/fir ~ with a 
small amount of harvest occurring in the aspen types. Harvest aCltVllleS have been destgned for 
uneven-aged managem~nt of treated stands. Harvest levels have been averaging between 4. and 5 
MMBF, with an annual average of 1.4 MMBF counted toward the ASQ and the remamder In 
salvage. The salvage program has been used to control insect and disease outbreaks, first In 
Engel! , ann spruce on the Heber Ranger District (mid- l 980s) and then in white fir and 
Douglas-fir stands on the Spanish Fork Ranger District (mid-I 99Os}. 
TS I activities have been concentrated within timber sale areas as a way of controlling tree 
density in the sub-merchantable size classes. 
Both natural and artificial regeneration methods are currently being utilized. Natural 
regeneration methods are emphasized largely due to economic considerations. Rodent control 
has been accomplished through the use of "hand" placed strychnine bait in below-ground gopher 
runs. This method has been shown through regional research to satisfactorily control the targeted 
rodents while protecting other small, grain eating animals. Protection from livestock grazing has 
been sporadic over the years, but sites have been successfully regenerated. 
Some afforestation projects have been accomplished on t ne Spanish Fork and Pleasant Grove 
Ranger Districts primarily through the use of volunteer p.-ograms. These projects have generally 
used non-native ponderosa or lodgepole pine seedlings (often of unknown sources). A larger 
afforestation project was undertaken in the early part of the century on Mount Nebo. Several 
areas of the mountain were planted with ponderosa pine, with two areas surviving in "stands" 
until the 1990s. In 1993 the planted stands near Ponderosa Campground were virtually wiped 
out by the mountain pine beetle. These stands were subsequently salvaged through a commercial 
timber sale, and some replanting of ponderosa pine (seed source was Yellowpine Campground 
Area, Kamas Ranger District, Wasatch-Cache National Forest) was accomplished in 1996. 
Another "stand" of ponderosa pine planted at approximately the same time in the Coal Pit Draw 
area of Mount Nebo is currently showing declining vigor, perhaps from a needle cast fungus. It 
is being considered for a stand improvement thinning to relieve stress and improve the vigor of 
residual trees. 
There has been limited interest (and Iimit~d opportunities) in commercial fuelwood on the 
Forest. Green oak and green pinyon/juniper harvesting programs were initiated in the mid-1980s 
but little interest was shown by the public and the programs were discontinued. A decline in 
fuel wood sales has also been noted with current levels averaging around 800 to 1,200 cords per 
year (0.5 to 0.6 MMBF). 
The commercial Christmas tree permit program was discontinued in 1994. It was found that the 
forest's desirable leave trees were also the trees the commercial permittees preferred to harvest, 
and TSI objectives were not being met wit!. the program as intended. The program is now 
limited to personal-use permits for subalpine fir. It has been implemented only on the Heber 
Ranger District. A juniper Christmas tree program has not been implemented. 
Prior to 1992, monitoring for reforestation stocking and survival was accomplished through 
walk-through examinations and was not formally documented. Since that time monitoring has 
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been formally documented and NFMA stocking requirements have been met, sometimes with 
advanced reproduction. 
I FOREST HEALTH PIIOTECTJON 
Insects and diseases are disturbance agents which are beneficial under most conditions. There 
are primary pathogens and insects which kill healthy trees, but many pests playa secondary role 
and ehmmate weakened trees. Whether or not the pest activity is of concern often depends on 
the management objectives for the areas in which the activity is taking place. 
Many different insect and disease species have been noted on the Forest. Records of pest activity 
on the Umta NatIOnal Forest go back as far as the I 950s. The pests have included species of 
bark beetles, defoliators (both insect and disease agents), stem decay fungi, root disease 
organisms, and dwarf mistletoes. The most significant have been the bark beetles and dwarf 
mistletoes, though decay fungi and root pathogens are quite significant in some cases as they 
create hazards in recreation areas and affect growth and regeneration in some species. Aerial 
detection surveys indicate that insect mortality has increased since 1992. 
The 1984 analysis accompanying the Forest Plan stated that forest pests did not have a 
significant role on the Forest at that time. 
Current Situation 
Since 1981 there have been TWO major outbreaks of bark beetles in northern Utah, the first 
peaking in 1983 (mountain pine beetle) and the second beTWeen 1993-95 (mountain pine, 
Douglas-fir, and fir engraver beetle). Mortality due to both mountain pine beetle infestations 
was relatively similar (approximately 1000 trees on the Uinta), while the mortality from the 
Douglas-fir beetle was negligible until the 1995 outbreak killed as many as 40,000 trees. 
Mortality from the fir engraver beetle was negligible until the 1995 outbreak killed nearly 80,000 
trees. The beetles contributing to the greatest amount of mortality are the mountain pine beetle 
in lodgepole pine, the spruce beetle in spruce, the Douglas-fir beetle in Douglas-fir, and a 
complex of beetles including the fir engraver beetle and western balsam bark beetle in firs. A 
1993 Forest Service-Rocky Mountain Research Station, Forest Inventory Survey indicated that 
mortality exceeds growth in subalpine fir on the Forest. With increased mortality, fuel loads 
increase, and with increased fuel loads there is a greater risk of wildfires and added wildfire 
intensity. 
The gypsy moth was discovered in Utah in 1989. Eradication treatments with a biological 
insecticide were conducted on over 70,000 acres along the Wasatch Front in cooperation with the 
Utah Department of Agriculture. Eradication treatments were completed by 1993. 
Several species of native insects and diseases have caused significant defoliation along the 
Wasatch Front. Growth loss and branch dieback are commonly observed, while mortality in 
some species has been noted . 
Dwarf mistletoes are parasitic plants which decrease host tree growth rates, thereby affecting 
overall tree volume. Infection not only creates witches' brooms, which contribute to llU!der 
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fuels, but usually leads to the death of the tree (particularly if the tree is young). Mistletoe 
infections also increase susceptibility to other agents. In a 1976 survey for dwarf mistletoes, it 
was estimated that 38 percent of the Douglas-fir stands contained significant amounts of 
infection. A recent survey of the White River drainage on the Spanish Fork Ranger District 
revealed that 56.4 percent of the Douglas-fir were infected. 
The impact of root disease and stem decay are hard to quantify and are currently unknown. 
Range resources on the Forest have provided summer forage for local livestock operators since 
pioneers first arrived in the Utah Valley area. Today, many of the permittees who graze 
livestock on the Forest rely on this forage to complete their overall livestock operations, and few 
permittees could maintain their operations without it. Improvements in permittee environmental 
awareness have resulted in their acceptance of and assistance in implementing the standards and 
guidelines developed in the Rangeland Ecosystem Amendment. Implementation of these 
standards and guidelines has had some impact in permittee operations by requiring them to be 
proactive in the management of their livestock. In some cases, implementation of the standards 
and guidelines has resulted in adjusting the number of livestock, season of use, or a combination 
thereof. 
Not only do National Forest System lands provide summer range, they also provide a "nursery" 
for raising calves and lambs. These young livestock are raised through the summer season on 
National Forest System lands until they are old enough or large enough to be sent to feed lots for 
finishing before being sold for red meat. This fact is often overl:>oked in the overall reporting of 
red meat production. While little market-ready meat comes directly from the national forests, it 
is very possible that a large percentage of slaughter animals originated on national forest summer 
ranges. In 1997, nearly 1,618,950 cattle and 3,969,355 sheep from commercial and farm 
production operations were slaughtered. The 1997 Grazing Statistical Report for the Forest 
Service reported that a total of I , I 97,944 cattle and 914,831 sheep were authorized to graze on 
all National Forest System lands. Although the Statistical Report has no data as to how many 
calves or lambs were grazed on all forests, the vast majority of ail permits issued on the Uinta 
National Forest are for cowlcalf or ewellamb operations. Nursed on National Forest System 
lands. these calves and ewes are then sent to feed lots or commercial feeding operations before 
going to slaughter. while the statistics reflect their having come solely from the feed lots. 
The Uinta National Forest provides livestock grazing forage for approximately 11,146 head of 
cattle and 45,971 head of sheep, resulting in the use of approximately 107,887 Animal Unit 
Months (AUMs). Permitted grazing begins in May and ends in November. with most of the 
grazing occurring berween June and September. There are 708,871 acres currently included in 
73 established grazing allotments. 
The 1984 Forest Plan contains six monitoring requirements for range: (I) forage utilization and 
timing of use, (2) condition and trend of suitable rangeland and rangelands in need of 
rehabilitation, (3) habitat diversity (conserved by management prescriptions). (4) carrying 
capacity (AUMs--is supply being maintained?), (5) riparian ecological status, and (6) big game 
winter range ecological status. 
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The Rangeland Ecosystem Amendment, approved in 1992, was initiated because existing Forest 
Plan standards and guidelines. desired future conditions, and goals and objectives were not 
achieving the desired level of vegetative rangeland health. 
The Desired Future Condition (DFC) for five rangeland ecosystems were developed along with 
the standards and guidelines, general direction. and monitoring requirements necessary to 
achieve them. The five rangeland ecosystems identified included (I) stream or lake related 
riparian areas. (2) big game winter range. (3) over-grazed ridgetops and open slopes, (4) aspen 
habitat. and (5) upland habitat. A key part of the DFC established for stream or lake related 
riparian area ecosystems was the definition of three riparian value classes, shown in the table 
below. DFCs for the other four rangeland ecosystems were to achieve mid to late-seral 
ecological conditions. 
Table 3-7. Riparian Value Classes 
I V_.a.. I c..a 'nile ...... 
Class I I Late-seral to Potential Natural Communi tv 5-10 Years 
Class II Mid- to Late-seral 10-15 Years 
Class III Mid-seral 20 Years 
I sc.e..~ 
I 0-15 = Verv Earlv-seral 
16-40 = Earlv-seral 
41-60 = Mid-seral 
61-85 = Late-seral 
86+ = Potential Natural 
Community 
The Forest has implemented these monitoring requirements for forage utilization, condition and 
trend of suitable rangeland and rangelands in need of rehabilitation, and riparian ecological 
status. A di scussion of the results follows . 
Forage Utilization 
In 1994. 8 1 percent of the allotments were monitored (680,941 acres). Monitoring verified 
54.713 acres were meeting Forest Plan objectives; 612,422 acres were moving toward the 
objecti ves; and 13.506 acres were not meeting nor moving toward the objectives. Similar 
monitoring and results were achieved in 1995-96. Although 1997 budgets were meager, the 
Forest sl1l1 moni tored more than 30 percent of the allotments for forage utilization (the Foresl 
Plan monitoring requirement). 
Condition and Trend of Suitable Rangeland and Rangelands In Need of RehablUtation 
In 1994. 54 rangeland condition and trend studies were completed on the Forest. These 
studies showed that range trend was static or upward for most of the sites. A few big game 
winter range studies generally showed trends to be static or declining. Range conditions 
were moving towards Forest Plan desired conditions. especially in upper elevation aspe~ 
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areas. Shrubs were generally in an upward trend, ground cover was improving, but late seral 
forbs were still rarely found. 
In 1995 and 1996, data was collected for 27 rangeland condition and trend studies. 
C:onditions were generally similar to those stated above. 
Eight trend studies established in 1994 in wildland fire bum areas were re-inventoried in 
1997. The seedlings were found to be successful in reestablishing ground cover, wildlife 
habitat, and perennial plants. 
Stream or Lake Related Riparian Ecological Status 
Since 1993 the Forest has measured 10-12 riparian studies annually. As of 1997, of the 
1.21 8 acres of riparian areas within grazing allotments, 263 acres are meeting Forest Plan 
objectives; 655 acres are moving towards the objectives; and approximately 300 acres are not 
meeting nor moving towards the objectives. Monitoring riparian studies has shown that 75 
percent of riparian areas within active allotments are meeting or moving toward desired 
conditions. 
Grazing Use 
Table 3-8. Changes in Permltted Grazing Use 
" ........ #lC.aII 
" ....... hi .. "C.aII~ 
"m.-c..m.. 
•• UMa 
p :: Pennined AUMs 
G :::z Forest Plan AUM goal 
A = Actual AUM use 
UM 
100 
223 
38 
9,530 
64,680 
125,000 P 
130,500 G 
148220 A 
1Jtf TrtM 
73 Decrease 
48 Decrease 
20 Decrease 
11,241 Increase 
55,282 Decrease 
112,237P 10% Decrease 
I 12,237 G 14% Decrease 
102220 A 3 I % Decrease 
The change in permitted number of livestock between 1984 and 1999 is due to a number of 
factors. Since 1984, 29 allotments have been combined with adjacent allotments and six 
allotments have been acquired through the state land exchange (1998). Two sheep allotments are 
currently vacant. Consolidation of allotments is a primary result of smaller operators selling out 
to other forest permittees who then use the additional acreage with their existing allotments to 
improve overall livestock management operations. Permit adjustments (either in number of 
livestock or season of use) were made on some allotments in order to meet Forest Plan forage 
utilization standards and guidelines. Range and watershed improvement projects and wildfire 
rehabilitation activities have resulted in improved forage conditions allowing some increase in 
permitted use. 
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The number of cattle grazing on the Forest has increased with the conversion of sheep permits to 
cattle permits. This is due to numerous years of low sheep prices (1990-95), increased predator 
lu>ses, and labor problems with finding and keeping good sheep herders. Sheep operators, where 
possible, have changed their sheep permits for cattle permits, thus causing a decrease in the 
amount of sheep grazing over the last 13 years. Some sheep permits have also been reduced and 
pans of watersheds closed for resource protcction. 
As a result of the above discussion and the Rangeland Ecosystem Amendment standards and 
guidelines implementeo in 1993, the Forest Plan objective ofreaching 130,500 AUMs by 1998 
will not be reached. In 1997 the Forest permitted 107.887 AUMs. 17 percent below the stated 
objective. 
5-Y ear Action Plan 
The 5-year action plan derived from the Rangeland Ecosystem Amendment indicates both the 
year the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and allotment management plans 
were planned for completion and the year they were completed. To date (1999), only six 
allotment management plans remain to be revised per the revision schedule. 
I GRAZING CAPABILITYISUlTABILITY 
This section briefly describes the capability and suitability of rangelands as they are today on the 
Uinta National Forest. and compares this data with what was described in the Forest Plan. Re-
gion 4 Protocol for Rangeland Capability and Suitability Determinations uses the following 
definitions: 
Capability 
The potential of an area to produce resources, supply goods and services. and allow resource 
uses under an assumed set of management practices and at a given level of management 
intensity. Capability depends on current conditions and site conr :.ions such as climate, 
slope. landform. soils. and geology. as well as the application vi management practices such 
as silviculture or protection from fire. insects. and disease. 
Suitability 
The appropriateness of applying certain resource management practices to a particular area of 
land as described by an analysis of the economic and environmental consequences and alter-
native uses foregone . A unit ofland may be suitable for a variety of individual or combined 
management practices. 
The Forest Plan discusses range capabi lity and suitability in terms of AUMs. It identifies the 
capability level of grazing on the Forest at 158,000 AUMs. The upper limit suitability is 154.000 
AUMs and the lower limit is 123.000 AUMs. The lower limit is described as the level which 
will not seriously disturb the economic and cultural stability of communities near the Forest. In 
1984 the total actual use for cattle and sheep totaled 148.220 AUMs. No determination was 
made for AUM use by deer. elk. or moose. 
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Actual vegetative production data has not been collected to determine current AUM forage avail-
ability. It can be assumed that permitted use is within capability as long as forage utilization 
levels are within the established standards and guidelines as outlined in the Rangeland Eco-
system Amendment. Generally speaking, this is the situation on the Uinta National Forest today. 
Current grazing permits account for 107.887 AUMs. It is estimated that 35.260 AUMs offorage 
are utilized by wild ungulates (based on estimated herd unit population numbers of 
elk/deer/moose. and the average amount of time spent utilizing forage on the Uinta National 
Forest). totaling approximately 143,147 AUMs of use across the entire Forest. Based on a few 
site-specific problems related to use by elk and impacts to vegetative and soil resources on winter 
range areas, the maximum level may be exceeded in some areas. 
Since the 1984 Forest Plan was approved, the acreage of the Uinta National Forest has increased. 
There have been numerous small acquisitions and exchanges and two major acquisitions--the 
Strawberry Lands Transfer in 1988 and the state land exchange in 1998. Approximately 31 ,335 
acres of land around Strawberry Reservoir had been grazed for over 70 years prior to their 
transfer to the Forest Service. Between 1980 and 1990,2,322 to 3,780 cattle and 3,454 to 7,386 
sheep grazed these lands annually. Since 1990 grazing of domestic hvestock on these lands has 
been suspended in response to resource concerns. 
In 1998 a bill was enacted which exchanged certain surface and mineral rights between the U.S. 
Government and the State of Utah. This land exchange resulted in approximately 11,700 acres 
ofland being transferred to the Uinta National Forest. These 11 ,700 acres included six allot-
ments encompassing approximately 10,400 acres of the total acreage transferred. The exchange 
legislation provided for a continuation of existing permitted uses. 
Capable Rangeland 
Criteri~ used to identify capable rangelands included slope, forage production, soil stability, soil 
surface cover, physical barriers which might prevent access, and water availability. The 
following table lists rangeland acres by livestock class capable of grazing on the Uinta National 
Forest (the 1984 Forest Plan did not differentiate between cattle and sheep for capable 
rangelands). 
Table 3-9. Capable Rangeland by Livestock Class 
I a .. .- MnI· 
I Total Uinta National Forest acres (range and non-range) 895 107 
I RanlZeland acres across entire Forest 646166 
• Rangeland capable for cattle «30% slope) 332,460 
r . Rangeland capable for sheep «30% slope on shale soils) 454.072 
«45% slope on all other areas) 
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Range Suitability Criteria 
Suitability is assessed based on whether livestock grazing is or is not compatible with other uses 
and values of an area. and which. if any. other uses would be foregone with livestock grazing. 
Suitable rangelands generally will not be within. or adversely affect. developed recreation areas 
or special sites. administrative sites. key wi ldlife habitat areas including Threatened. Endangered. 
and Sensitive (TES) species habitats, areas where it is impractical to graze due to economic con-
siderations. transitory range created by timber harvest activities, or unique habitats such as bogs. 
jurisdictional wetlands. or rare plant communities. 
Suitable rangelands are those acreages ident ified as capable and which were included within 
established grazing allotments or areas where domestic livestock grazing occurs. Areas 
eliminated from the capable classification to determine suitable rangeland were identified using 
the above mentioned areas. 
I 
Table 3-10. Suitable Rangeland Acres 
ClaalfladOll Acret 
Forcatde FordteeD 
T (Jtal capable rangeland acres 332460 454072 
Lands not within established grazing allotments· or lands 59.836 87,621 
withdrawn from fora~e oroduction·· I 
Totai suitable rangelands by livestock class 272,624 366451 
e.g .. dedicated to other management emphases such as wildlife: habitat or watershed closure. 
Administrative sites (guard stations. recreation sites. etc.). Research Narural Areas (JumpoffPoint RNA). 
and lands withdrawn for other uses (Strawberry lands). 
All rangelands within established allotments, with the exception of areas listed in Table 3-10, are 
currently "allocated" for use by a particular class of livestock by grazing permit. Table 3-11 lists 
suitable acres by established use. 
Table 3-11. Total Suitable Rangelands by Establisbed Use 
I a... ofUwlC8ck StdaIJIe Aaw 
I Canle allotments 157772 
I Sheeo allotments 150010 
I Total suitable rangelands within the Uinta National Forest 307.782 
(based on established use) 
The 1984 Forest Plan established the following suitable acres: 597,438 suitable/open for graz-
Ing; 239.093 suitable but closed to grazing; and 458,438 suitable and grazed. Compared to the 
data collected in 1999. total suitable acres based on established use has decreased. 
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The Forest Plan did not specifically identify any ~pecial ecosystems or communities. Resource 
management over the last 15 years has identified unique management situations that should be 
considered in the revision. Some of these situations include the identification of unique plant 
communities, and the need to manage habitat for Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive (TES) 
species. The ecosystems and communities discussed here include non-stream or non-lake related 
wetlands (seeps, bogs, weeping walls), riparian areas (those wetland areas associated with 
strearns), aquatic systems, aspen, mountain brush (representing big game winter range), special 
plant communitieslhabitats, and old growth forest fragments. 
Tbe PUrnose of Special Ecosystems/Communities 
For purposes of this section, special ecosystems/communities will be considered as areas needing 
particular management consideration. Reasons necessitating special management may include: 
Rarity 
The community may be uncommon or poorly represented within the forest or ecological 
subunit, perhaps representing a substantial range extension for a single species or suite of 
species. 
Interdependence 
The area may provide habitat for several rare species or may be important to the preservation 
and recovery of a federally listed species. 
Risk 
The integrity of the system may be in jeopardy from present, past, or furure land uses. 
Pristine or tI reuct" conditions 
Areas having particularly pristine conditions or serving as relict areas ar~ valuable for 
purposes of comparison. Such areas are generally protected by inclusion in the system of 
Research Narural Areas. 
Wetlands are specifically protected by law in recognition of their unique value, limited exte,,' . 
and rapid degradation. Aspen, big game winter range, and riparian wetland ecosystems are 
discussed in detail in the Rangeland Ecosystem Amendment to the Forest Plan, and are 
recognized as areas at risk. Old growth forest fragments are considered to be rare in some areas 
and to have unique values. Most of the special communitieslhabitats that will b~ discussed are of 
limited extent, and several support rare species. Both old growth and the5e special communities 
are considered to be protected under the biodiversity guidance provided by NFMA. 
Each of these special communitieslhabitats may exist at different scales, and some by their 
narure represent larger, broader scales than others. In most cases, the term "ecosystem" will be 
used to describe broad features which represent a complex of plant and animal communities. For 
example. riparian areas are ge;}erally diverse, extending across a broad range of elevations and 
conditions and will be referrtd to as ecosystems. 
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The term "community" will be reserved for discussion of associations at a finer scale where areas 
are much more homogeneous with respect to species composition and environmental factors. An 
example of a special comrr.unity is the assemblage of plant species found on the talus slopes 
along the spine of Mount Nebo. Because of our lack of knowledge at this fine scale and the 
difficulty presented by managing at such a scale, communities will sometimes be grouped (e.g., 
the high-elevation communities of the Wasatch Mountains). 
Current Situation 
Although policy regarding the management of ecosystems and communities has not changed 
since completion of the previous AMS and subsequent Forest Plan, how scientists, land 
managers, and the public view these systems has changed considerably. In particular, we have 
become more aware of the need to consider ecological/biological associations and processes at 
various scales. We also understand the need to provide sustainable conditions by providing a 
mix of seral stages across the landscape which not only meet management objectives but can be 
sustained through time and within range of natural variability. 
The number of scales at which associations of plants and animals exist, as well as those at which 
interactions with abiotic components occur, are infinite. The challenge for land managers is to 
identify those scales which are both biologically/ecologically meaningful, lend themselves to 
current management philosophies and practices, and can be efficiently and effectively analyzed. 
They must also recognize that no single scale can meet all needs. The Forest Plan O<les not 
account for differences in scale and it has been difficult for managers to make land-use allocation 
decisions based on the broad scale descriptions (e.g., management of all sites at late seral 
ecological status). 
Recent area analyses which have focused on watersheds (ranging in size from 50,000 to 100,000 
acres) have worked well for a number of reasons: the analysis at this scale is "manageable" (it is 
possible to look at all the uses and needs across a landscape of this size without being 
overwhelmed by the size of the task) and it is efficient (the area is large enough to apply broad 
management goals and it provides a large enough "bite" of the forest to allow these individual 
area analyses to then be woven together with a minimum of adjustment needed across 
boundaries). A balance or compromise between manageability and efficiency is needed . 
Current Situation: Seral Stage Objectives 
The reliance on "Iate-seral conditions" as a vegetation management objective has resulted in 
considerable confusion, and what some perceive as contradiction. within management guidelines. 
For example, the Rangeland Ecosystem Amendment specifies that aspen sites should be trending 
toward late-seral conditions, yet soecifies the need to treat aspen through disturba'lce (e.g., 
through use of fire or chaining). This could be construed as a contradiction, depending upon 
one's definition or interpretation of sera I condition. There seems to be some confusion of terms: 
ecological condition. ecological status. and seral stage should not be used interchangeably as 
they are in the Rangeland Ecosystem Amendment. The intent of the amendment needs to be 
clarified, i.e., communities should be trending toward late seral, while recognizing the role of 
disturbance and the value of early- to mid-seral species/communities in the landscape. 
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Recent landscape analysis efforts have resulted in attempts to define the mix of successional 
stages for a particular plant community desired across a landscape. Also needed is a definition 
of the mix of vegetative cover types desired and how those might be patterned across the 
landscape. This approach seems to provide more useful and practical guidance for management, 
account for the role of disturbance, and result in a situation which is sustainable. 
It is also important to acknowledge that late-seral vegetative conditions are not necessarily an 
indicator of proper function and should not, in some cases, serve as a goal or end-point (see 
discussion l>elow for riparian areas). Management objectives should include goals for proper 
function together with desired condition. Development of objectives and definitions focusing on 
PFC (based on a landscape) are being developed through the various area analyses being 
conducted on the Uinta National Forest. 
Except for the broad "critical areas" in the Rangeland Ecosystem Amendment which best 
represent special ecosystems, the Forest Plan identifies no specific plant communities, animal 
communities, or ecosystems as requiring special management considerations. This is likely due 
to a lack of fine-scale information for broad areas of the Forest and not a lack of need for 
protection. Timber stand inventory data and other project-specific work has provided detailed 
information for only limited portions of the Forest. We know linle about the occurrence and 
distribution of specific plant and animal communities, especially those that are rare. 
Current Situation: Aquatics 
Aquatic environments exist throughout the Uinta National Forest in the form of springs, potholes 
(less than I acre), ponds (1-2 acres), lakes (> 2 acres), reservoirs, and streams. Aquatic 
environments are found throughout all elevation and vegetation zones. They represent some of 
the most altered communities both on the Forest and throughout the West. They have been 
impacted by road construction, developed and non-developed recreation, summer home 
development and maintenance, trail construction, timber harvest, and grazing. Flow levels and 
regimes have been changed by diversions for municipal and irrigation needs and for power 
genern:ion, and by the operation and maintenance of dams. Construction of dams has 
c~nsiderably altered the aquatic communities both within and above the dams' flood basins. 
Construction of in-stream flood control structures and the degradation of riparian vegetation and 
subsequent loss of bank stabi lity have affected these communities and how they function . Severe 
degradation of uplands has impacted aquatic systems as accelerated sediment contributions 
overloaded systems, and landslides and avalanches encroached into channels. The natural 
process of riparian contribution of woody material to aquatic habitats has been intenupted by 
flood control measures such as channel clearing and degradation or removal of riparian forests . 
We know little of the effects of the introduction of non-native species (primarily fish) to these 
communities. Several known sensitive and rare species rely on aquatic systems including the 
spotted frog, boreal toad, spring snails. and amphibians. There are certainly other rare species 
that are at risk with which we are not iamiliar, and it is possible that some were lost without ever 
being recorded or noted. 
Current Situation: Stream or Lake Related RJparlan 
Monitoring of riparian areas focuses primarily on stream-side vegetation (the transect and the 
cross-sections perpendicular to it). Monitoring by range conservationis:s suggest that DFCs as 
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described in the Rangeland Ecosystem Amendment may not be met on at least some allotments, 
even though riparian standard and guidelines seem to be followed. There is some concern that 
riparian objectives, especially those related to rate of recovery (improvement time frames), 
cannot be met even where standards and guidelines are being implemented andlor where grazing 
is not occurring. 
Some existing situations, such as road locations in drainage bottoms and developed/dispersed 
recreation sites in riparian areas, interfere with opportunities to improve riparian resources. 
Actions have been taken to relocate roads and trails out of riparian areas. Dispersed recreation 
sites in riparian areas are being actively managed to identify and close those sites that are causing 
adverse impacts. 
Stream or Lake Related RJparian Oabltat (e.g., streambaok Impacts; loss/decadence of 
woody riparian plants; sediment) 
Riparian area surveys were initiated on the Forest in 1993 which included evaluation of 
streambank impacts, loss/decadence of woody riparian plants, and sediment conditions. 
Approximately 123 miles of stream were surveyed. In 1994, 65 miles along five streams were 
surveyed to Level II. An additional 75 miles of Level II17 surveys were also conducted. Since 
riparian surveys were recently initiated, there is no long-term data available to indicate long-term 
trends. Available data indicates we are improving or maintaining most riparian areas (inferred 
from plant community composition, etc.). These surveys also indicate that riparian areas near 
popular campgrounds and picnic areas are in poor condition likely due to the heavy recreation 
use. In addition there are some riparian areas on the Forest being impacted by grazing. 
Current Situation: Non-Stream or Non-Lake Related Plparian 
These areas include wet meadows, bogs, seeps, springs, and weeping rock walls which exist as 
small, isolated islands of perennially wet habitat not directly connected to stream systems. Many 
of these areas have not been mapped or inventoried, and existing information is often 
incomplete. Some of these features (e.g., wet meadows and springs) are identified on 
topographic quadrangles and other maps, but often their locations are incorrect due to their 
isolation and small size. Wet areas on vertical rock cliffs are generally no! mapped at all. Little 
monitoring is in place, making it difficult to assess whether or not management is affecting these 
areas (in either a positive or negative manner). 
Law requires that management activities which have direct impact on riparian/wetlands (such as 
dredging or filling) be managed under permit from the Corps of Engineers. However, on-going 
management and uses may have impacts such as contribution of sediments from poorly 
maintained roads, grazing by livestock and wildlife, andlor off-road vehicle use. 
Current Situation: As~n 
Aspens reproduction by suckering from a parent root system is stimulated either by disturbance 
(fire or harvest activities) or dieback of older individuals. Self-regenerating stands on the Forest 
have eXIsted for thousands of years. Finding a limited amount of aspen in another vegetation 
type (especially conifer) probably indicates that the site was at one time either dominated by 
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aspen or had a large amount of aspen in its composition. Based on this assumption, forest 
inventory and analysis data collected in 1995 indicated an estimated 285,351 acres on the Uinta 
were formerly aspen type. This same inventory identified 174,452 acres which had the required 
aspen stocking to be considered aspen forest type. Acreage data collected for the Uinta's GIS 
mid-scale vegetation layer is fairly similar in total acreage of aspen and areas where aspen 
formerly dominated. There is a concem throughout the West that our aspen stands are in poor 
health and in some cases are dwindling. Although aspen accounts for nearly one-fourth of 
Utah's forests, many ecologists and land managers feel the situation warrants immediate 
attention, with priority given to aspen management. 
Lack of fire is the primary factor believed to be causing a reduction in aspen-dominated stands 
across our landscapes. Fire ecologists believe that prior to settlement by Europeans, the mean 
fire return interval in aspen was 20-50 years, recognizing that even low intensity fires are lethal 
to aspen and constitute stand-replacing events. Large fires in aspen have been rare since the 
1880s, extending the fire return interval considerably. Fire suppression, combined with "fire 
suppression grazing" practiced in the decades prior to and immediately following the turn of the 
century, effectively eliminated the role of fire. Decadent aspen stands have become more 
prevalent and conifers have come to dominate many of these stands, nearly to the exclusion of 
aspen on many acres. 
Recent vegetative mapping of the Uinta National Forest shows 264,621 total acres of aspen, 
broken down as follows. 
Table 3-12. Aspen Witb Conifer Canopy Cover 
I QeeeMI ...... Aaw ~"AI ..... 
< I 0% canopy cover of conifer 176782 67 
10-30% canopy cover of conifer 50644 19 
>30% canopy cover of conifer 37195 14 
A large proponion of our aspen is experiencing invasion by conifers, signifying a need to 
reintroduce fire or some other appropriate disturbance into large ponions of our landscapes. 
Current Situation: Big Game Winter Range 
The UDWR and Uinta National Forest coordinated in identifying the following big game winter 
range: approximately 174,436 acres classified as elk winter range, and approximately 151,096 
acres classified as deer winter range (with some acres overlapping). These acres include a 
variety of vegetation types including mountam brush, shrubs, sagebrush/grass, oak, oak/maple, 
and perenOlal and seeded grass areas. at elevations at or below 7,000 feet. 
Our mid-scale vegetation data does not identifY the condition of this vegetation, as this 
information could not be gathered from aerial photo interpretation. Other data which may be 
used to determine this would be fuels data collected on Gambel oak communities in 1996 and 
1997 and data from interagency big game trend studies located on winter range sites. The oak 
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fuels data will indicate amount of decadence in stands and their "proneness" to fire at a sampling 
of points across the Forest. Interagency data will provide infonnation on changes in vegetation 
over the last 5-10 years at a set of sample sites located in a variety of vegetation types located on 
or adjacent to the Forest. Forest Inventory Assessment data may provide useful infonnation on 
woodland (primarily oak and maple) communities. 
Winter range conditions (especially along the Wasatch Front foothills) are less than desired. The 
rapid loss of traditional winter range areas to development for suburban housing and light 
industry has continued at an ever-accelerating rate since the first Forest Plan analysis. 
Downward vegetative trends continue, possibly caused by large numbers of wintering animals 
(primarily a rapidly growing elk herd). Bitterbrush, a favored species, has been nearly 
eliminated in the foothill communities and generally exhibits less than desirable vigor in canyon 
areas located away from the Front. Sagebrush, considered to be much less favorable winter 
forage for deer and elk, is rapidly disappearing from the foothill communities as evidenced by 
decadence of existing plants and very limited reproduction. There is debate as to the cause(s) of 
this. It is not completely clear what role the invasion of the foothills by exotic, annual plant 
species has had in reducing regeneration of sagebrush through increased competition and 
creation of an increased fire frequency on some sites. 
Controversy surrounds the cause and the subsequent importance of these trends, particularly on 
the foothills . Some biologists see this as a natural trend caused in part by the removal of 
livestock grazing which then served to favor the production of grasses over shrubs. The situation 
favors elk over deer, and elk may be out-competing deer for valuable winter forage. 
Potential threats to big game winter range include increased development along the Wasatch 
Front. on the "benches" adjacent to communities, and on in-holdings within currently 
undeveloped or little-developed parts of the Forest. Examples of this latter situation can be 
found in almost any canyon with developments such as those found in Little Diamond Fork, the 
Left Fork of Hobble Creek, and Provo Canyon. Damage to soil and vegetation continues from 
Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) use along the Front although it is prohibited by travel management 
regulations. Disturbance arising from winter OHV use (especially snowmobiles) has likely been 
more effectively reduced by travel management regulations. It is uncertain if current numbers of 
big game animals exceed the carrying capacity of the existing winter range. Deer numbers were 
reduced by the hard winter of 1992-93 but are now rebounding. Population objectives set in elk 
management plans in the early I 990s generally reflected a reduction or stabilizing of wintering 
numbers. but management is continuing to be adjusted to meet these goals. 
SpecIal Communities and Habitats: High Elevation Areas 
The high elevation areas of the Uinta National Forest include fragile habitats characterized by a 
shon growing season. extreme environmental conditions, and often unstable substrates (e.g. , 
scree and talus slopes). Although little domestic livestock grazing occurs on high elevation 
area' . they are at potential risk from other activities, including gra7ing by wild ungulates and 
recreation use. including hiking, off-road vehicle use, and recreational horse use. Most 
high-elevation areas are included in wilderness areas where OHV use is prohibited but hiking 
and wildlife impacts are possible. 
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Several of our sensitive plants occur in these sites: Barneby and King woody aster, Garrett 
bladderpod, rockcress draba, and Wasatch jamesia. There are almost certainly rare plant 
communities that occur in these areas. Dr. Kimball Harper (BYU Botany and Range 
Department) has identified an association of three plant species found only on the talus habitats 
on the summit of Mount Nebo. He is unaware of the assemblage occurring elsewhere in the 
state. High-elevatbn wet meadows and wet rock walls are likely places to find rare species 
and/or rare communities of plants and/or animals. When more community-level inventory work 
is completed, other uncommon plant associations will likely be found. Even less in known about 
the insect, bird, and soil inhabitants associated with these plant communities. 
Special Communities and Habitats: Caves 
There are 69 significant caves on the Uinta National Forest. To be identified as significant, a 
cave must have characteristics that are geologic, mineralogic, paleontologic, recreational, 
cultural, biotic, educational, and/or of scientific value. Caves are found throughout the Forest, 
particularly in the limestone substrates of the Wasatch Mountains. Caves provide habitat for the 
sensitive Townsend's big-eared bat and a host of other cave-adapted species. Because of intense 
public interest in c?ves, many locations have been documented, although certainly some caves 
remain undiscovered. In accordance with the Federal Cave Resources Protection Act of 1988, 
popular cave sites have been gated and locked and the key turned over to local grottos (caving 
organizations) which are allowed access. Even under this situation, damage to cave resources 
(including fonnations) is occurring. Caves must be managed within the guidelines provided by 
the Federal Cave Resources Protectio' Act of 1988. 
Special Communities and Habitats: Cliffs 
Rock cliff-faces at all elevations, especially those located adjacent to roads and trails, are at risk 
from rapidly increasing use by rock climbers. During the !ast few years climbing activity on the 
Forest has increased dramatically. Activities have spread to additional sites in traditionally used 
canyons (e.g. , American Fork and Rock Canyons) and expanded to canyons where this use was 
not previously noted (c.g., Santaquin Canyon). Current national direction regarding the 
management of climbing activities in wilderness areas called for a moratorium on the installation 
of any additional rock bolts or climbing anchors. There are at least 400 bolted climbing routes in 
the Lone Peak Wilderness Area alone. 
Woody asters and Wasatch jamesia, all sensitive plant species, occur in these cliff habitats. This 
same habitat often harbors caves and provides cracks and crevices which may provide roosting 
habitat for sensitive bat species and other associated life fonns (about which we know very 
little). Cliffs almost always contain pack rat middens, many of which contain valuable resource 
infonnation dating beyond the Pleistocene Era. 
Special Communities and Habitats: Tali Forb Plant Communities 
Tall forb dominated communities are believed to have been common on broad, open ridges and 
valleys at mid to high elevations (9,000 to 10,500 feet) across much of the Forest prior to the 
introduction of domestic sheep. Many of these areas are now occupied by a very different 
assemblage of species. Grazing tolerant species (often referred to as "increasers") which were 
once a small component in the community are now dominant and overall species diversity is 
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greatly reduced. Many acr.,. have been invaded by particularly weedy species such as tarweed 
and western coneflower which are difficult to control and have little forage value. It is unclear 
how extensive the loss of topsoil from these sites has been and how this has impacted the 
potential of the sites. With careful management some of these areas (e.g., those located near 
Lake Creek summit on the Heber Ranger District) can once again support a diversity of tall forb 
species. 
Isolated communities and single-species occurrences recognized as uncommon are scattered 
across the Forest. These often represent range extensions for dominant plant species and are 
discussed below: 
SpecIal Communities and Habitats: Natm'aUy-Occurrlng Ponderosa Pine 
Several small, isolated groves of naturally-occurring ponderosa pine occur on the Forest. These 
are intermixed with white fir, Douglas-fir, and Gambel oak on white fir habitat types. Natural 
regeneration is occurring in these stands. Thi~ handful of groups, each consisting of only a few 
dozen individuals, represents the only naturally-occurring ponderosa pine on the "orest and 
possibly in the Wasatch Mountains. They are disjunct from the main portion of the ponderosa' s 
distribution, with the nearest extensive stands occurring on the far west end of the Uinta 
Mountains on the Kamas Ranger District, Wasatch-Cache National Forest to the north (an 
extensive stand, but also considered disjunct), the south slope of the Uinta Mountains to the 
northeast, the plateaus of south-central Utah to the south and east, and the Deep Creek Mountains 
to the west. 
Old Growth Forest 
The Forest Inventory Analysis conducted in 1995 identified stands of "mature" forest (sites with 
stand age in excess of 100 years) but did not make specific determinations for old growth forest. 
Components of these mature forest types may qualifY the stands as old growth. For the Uinta. 
the following estimate of area of mature forest by forest type was made. 
Table 3-13. Mature Forest Acreage 
J' ..... Tfte AeIw 
Doullias-fir 34000 
Sprucelfir 17000 
Limber Dine 15000 
White fir 8000 
Enllelmann sDruce 8000 
Aspen 3000 
TOTAL ACREAGE 85000 
Companng these acres of mature forest to the total acreage identified as timberland in the Forest 
Inventory Analysis for the Uinta (377,651 acres), it appears nearly 23 percent of the forested 
types may qualifY as old growth . This is attributed primarily to the exclusion of fire over the last 
I OO-plus years. The effects of fire exclusion have been off-set, to a limited degree, by pre-I 990s 
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harvests which likely reduced the old growth component. Current management prescriptions 
may be promoting old growth development in spruce/fir. 
The wildli fe program area has a high degree of overlap with the Threatened, Endangered, and 
Sensitive (TES) species program area (page 3-46) and M8J1agement Indicator Species (MIS) 
program areas (page 3-42). The wildlife and TES programs have independently funded 
programs of work. The MIS monitoring program of work has not had dedicated funding but has 
been accomplished on an opportunistic basis during wildlife and/or TES monitoring. All three 
programs are administered by the same personnel and have historically been closely coordinated. 
Since the initiation of the Uinta Forest Plan in 1984, the emphasis of the wildlife program of 
work has shifted away from a planting shrubs on big game winter range to a more integrated 
approach attempting to enhance or restore environments where the constituent parts (biotic and 
abiotic) function together properly to better provide for the ne:tls of all wildlife species. 
Current work in the wildlife program area focusE'S on collection and storage of vegetative 
wildlife habitat parameters into the forest GIS and support of other resource programs and the 
Endangered Species Act. Cooperative interagency support associated with proposals by the 
UDWR to transplant non-native wildlife (e.g., turkeys and Rocky Mountain goats) also requires 
considerlble attention from biologists and line officers. 
Major projects and accomplishments of the wildlife program during the past planning cycle 
include: shrub plantings on big game winter range; installation of guzzlers and water 
developments; road closures to reduce erosion and increase wildlife security zones; construction 
of exclosures and fences to prevent damage for grazing in critical wildlife habitats; vegetation 
and watershed rehabilitation on the Strawberry lands; streamside rehabilitation on the same lands 
including bank stabilization projects and willow plantings; participation in education program 
development for the Strawberry Visitors Center; other stream rehabilitation throughout the Forest 
(in cooperation with the fisheries program); installation of "bat friendly" gates on mine shafts 
and caves; habitat monitoring of Rocky Mountain goats; goshawk and flarnmulated owl surveys; 
development of a neotropical bird monitoring program; assistance and ~upport in funding 
prescribed burn projects; and wildlife input and support to other Forest Service projects and 
program areas. 
Information related to wildlife monitoring is covered in the Management Indicator Species 
section. page 3-42. 
Habitat Diversity 
The Forest Plan objective was to complete 26,500 acres of wildlife habitat improvement from 
1985-94. Due to funding limitations. only 10,966 acres (wildlife plus regeneration treatments 
benefiting wi ldli fe habitat). or about 42 percent of the Plan 's objective, have been completed. 
However. a considerable acreage has also burned since 1985. These burns can improve diversity 
and henefit wildlife. 
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Some aspen have been harvested and timber stands regenerated specifically to maintain or 
improve habitat diversity. Since 1985, approximately 2,339 acres have been regenerated. In 
addition, about 8,627 acres of non-structur.J1 wildlife habitat have been completed. 
Wildlife habitat improvement work completed in FY 1994 included a chaining project in Spanish 
Fork Canyon and a conifer encroachment treatment project on the Pleasant Grove Ranger 
District (conifers were girdled to provide snags for wildlife and maintain the aspen type). 
The 1984 Forest Plan listed 29 vertebrate and invertebrate species or groups of species as 
Management Indicator Species (MIS). Species selected as MIS are used to monitor a particular 
habitat type. This is accomplished by assessing the habitat conditions and population changes of 
the species that occupy each habitat. In 1993, the Forest Plan was amended from 29 down to II 
indicator species to create a more manageable list. Sensitive species were included only if their 
habitat needs were not addressed by existing indicators. The following table lists the MIS and 
the specific habitat types the species are used to monitor. 
Table 3-14. Management Indicator Species for the Forest 
I Ii. I .1 ...... ' I Big game (mule deer and elk) Early to mid-seral aspen, conifer, mountain brush, 
sagebrush and grass 
Beaver Riparian and wetlands 
Bald eagle Select roost sites along riparian areas 
~ne falcon Rock outcrops and cI i ffs 
Goshawk Old growth Douglas-fir mixed conifer and aspen 
Sage grouse Sal(ebrush mature/over mature and seral 
Three-toed woodpecker Snags old growth or decadent coni fer and aspen 
Salmonids (Colorado and Aquatic 
Bonneville cunhroat trout) 
Macro invertebrates Water quality indicator fish habitat indicator 
Ute ladies' tresses Riparian habitat where it exists 
Clay phacelia Green River shale habitat where it exists 
Monitoring for each of the MIS are described below. 
Mule Deer and Elk 
Currently, elk herds in the Wasatch Mounttins Unit 17 are at or above the identified population 
objectives, with steady growth likely as indicated by aerial monitoring conducted by the UDWR 
in 1999. The Uinta National Forest does not conduct monitoring of these populations. Deer he-
rds within the same unit are slowly recovering from herd levels that dropped below the popula-
tion goal objectives. Both species are limited due to a lack of winter range within the areas sur-
rounding the Forest. Monitoring conducted by the UDWR in winter range sites indicates stable 
) - 42 
I 
to decreasing vegetative trends for most sites monitored. Winter range is being impacted pri-
marily by urbanization removing winter range and introducing noxious and annual weeds into 
some areas, causing a general loss of favored browse and grass species. The Uinta National 
Forest primarily provides summer and intermediate range for these species, although some 
winter range exists. With improved administration of the decrease in livestock grazing on the 
Forest, summer range conditions have and will continue to improve. 
Management towards identified population objectives continues and could minimize conflicts 
among livestock and wildlife allowable grazing levels. There is concern over a lack of vegeta-
tive diversity and a loss of aspen habitat due to fire suppression that may impact future qualities 
of intermediate and summer range should no action be taken. An increased number of prescribed 
burns are being planned to address this issue. Management activities including road 
management and recreation management are conducted with the emphasis to minimize impacts 
to habitat from motorized vehicle or other disturbances during big game hunting seasons. Tim-
ber harvesting and livestock grazing continue to affect vegetative diversity and forage quality in 
both positive and potentially negative contexts. 
In summary, elk and mule deer populations are relatively insulated from current forest 
management practices, and management activities are not conducted at a scale to affect a change 
in population levels. Population levels and composition rernain largely dependent upon climatic 
factors. winter range. and annual hunter harvest. The Forest continues to remain active in Re-
gional Advisory Councils established by the UDWR to assist in managing for these species . 
Beaver 
No forest-wide or UDWR population census is conducted for beaver. Project-specific sites may 
be monitored for beaver activity where problems with road use occur or where riparian 
improvement projects are being undertaken. Beaver populations may not adequately reflect 
riparian habitat conditions due to fluctuations from trapping. disease. and climate. Slow 
improvement is occurring in areas in the Strawberry Valley treated with rotenone in 1990 for 
fisheries improvement. in regard to both the general area and beaver recolonization. 
Improvements in riparian conditions across the Forest where increased willows and other woody 
vegetation have been reestablished have favored beaver by providing forage and building 
materials. Potential conflicts continue where livestock grazing and some wildlife browsing of 
aspen and willow communities harvested by beaver are not adequately rested to allow regenera-
tion. Improvements and emphasis in management activities that favor riparian habitat restoration 
have generally benefitted beaver. Establishment of new dams and recolonizing of older dam 
sites is occurring across the Forest. 
Bald Eagle 
Bald eagle roost and nesting surveys. occurring primarily off-forest. are conducted by the 
UDWR with assistance from the Uinta National Forest. Data from these counts indicates a 
general increase in wintering bald eagles on or near the Forest. In the winter of 1993. two new 
sightings were documented in American Fork Canyon. Bald eagles have also begun to frequent 
Little Deer Creek and Strawberry Reservoir until ice formation, indicating continued expansion 
into their form~r ranges on the Uinta. As the Forest only provides limited winter roost sites, the 
population increases cannot be attributed to forest management activities. Rather. population 
increases are due to a comeback from times when DDT was used. Project-specific determina-
tions and mitigations are made with regard to bald eagles. Placement of raptor perching poles on 
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the Spanish Fork Ranger District has led to habitat benefits in winter roost sites. Forest 
management activities to date have had no negative impacts on bald eagle populations. With the 
vast majority of habitat use occurring off-forest, continued monitoring would not likely indicate 
a change resulting from forest management practices, but rather a change in other elements in the 
species' biology. Intentional and unintentional illegal killing of eagles in Utah has been of 
concern, but is not associated with management activities. 
Peregrine Falcon 
Falcon surveys. occurring primarily off-forest. are conducted by the UDWR with assistance from 
the Uinta National Forest. No known nesting sites currently occur on the Forest. although his-
torical sites exist on the Pleasant Grove Ranger District. One pair of peregrines was observed in 
Slate Canyon in 1989; however. the pair (reportedly a mature male and immature female) failed 
to nest and have not been observed on the Furest since. In 1996 and again in 1997, peregrines 
were reported in the Mineral Basin area. These sightings are unconfinned. Peregrine falcon 
populations have been increasing in Utah for similar reasons as those stated for the bald eagle. 
Project-specific detenninations and mitigations are made with regard to falcons. With the vast 
majority of habitat use occurring off-forest, continued monitoring would not likely indicate a 
change resulting from forest management practices. but rather a change in other elements in the 
species' biology. Management activities have had no negative impacts on falcon populations. 
Potential impacts would include recreational disturbances of nesting areas. Intentional and 
unintentional illegal killing of falcons in Utah has been of concern, but is not associated with 
forest management activities. 
Nortbern Gosbawk 
Goshawks have become a focal species of concern since they were listed by the Forest Service in 
1991 as a sensitive species. Surveys of potential habitat are conducted on the Forest in associa-
tion with proposed timber sales or other vegetative management projects. Surveys outside of 
these proposed treatment areas have not occurred in a concerted effort. Several new nest sites 
have been identified and known nest si tes are checked annually. Surveys have primarily focused 
on nest occupancy rather than productivity. Population levels are not monitored by the Forest. 
Some monitoring of populations occurs by Hawkwatch International at raptor counting sites in 
migration corridors. Modifications in forest management activities. including protection of nest 
sta.,ds alld temporal and spatial restrictions to mitigate potential disturbance from nearby forest 
activities. have been used with success. However. monitoring has shown some unoccupied nest 
sites during timber salvage sale activities (it is unknown whether the goshawks abandoned the 
original nest site or simply moved to adjacent habitats). 
With the increased concern of the species' condition. a Conservation Strategy was developed by 
the national forests in Utah to address habitat and monitoring needs. Currently an environmental 
analysis has been initiated to amend the forest plans of all six national forests in Utah to incor-
porate appropriate and necessary proactive measures identified in the conservation strategy. 
Habitat management needs of these efforts are focused on the need to assess vegetative 
community distribution. structure. function. and composition over larger landscape areas. This 
approach would also benefit other species by guiding management activities toward a more his-
toric range of variability in vegetative conditions. There is currently a large amount of usable 
habitat on the Forest. This is due in part to the limited nature of the disturbances and to the mi-
tigation elements that have been a part of these projects. Management activities Including 
recreation management and livestock grazing likely have smaller effects on goshawk habitat and 
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populations. Habitat conditions should improve with more broad-based planning guiding the ac-
tivities. Continued monitoring of nest occupancy would assist in detenninations of population 
declines. and would also continue to indicate the effectiveness of mitigation measures. 
Sage Grouse 
Sage grouse populations are monitored by the UDWR with forest assistance. Annual counts are 
conducted on leks (strutting grounds) to indicate overall abundance of grouse. With declines 
throughout the West in population levels up to 50 percent of historic levels, there is increased 
concern regarding this species. Impacts to sagebrush habitats have included fire disturbances 
and lack thereof. conversions of habitat to sites dominated by annual grasslands (cheatgrass), and 
structural modifications through development associated with expanding urbanization. Power 
transmission lines may also create additional habitat for predatory species in some areas. Past 
vegetative treatments such as herbicide and fire application reduced available habitat by favoring 
grass production for livestock. Livestock grazing also altered vegetative conditions on some 
habitat areas by reducing forb components necessary for brood rearing. While monitoring of 
populations via leks may indicate trends in sagebrush habitat condition, there are also other fac-
tors in the species biology such as predation and hunting (illegal harvest) that reduce populations. 
Known populations on the Forest include the Vernon Unit on the Spanish Fork Ranger District 
and the Strawberry Valley area on the Heber Ranger District. Lek counts in Tooele County, in-
cluding the Vernon Unit, showed an increase from an average of6 to 24 cocks per strutting 
ground. Wasatch County data had a moderate increase frnm 21 to 27 per strutting ground. The 
Forest is involved in an intensive research and monitoring effort on the Strawberry Valley popu-
lation to identify limiting factors of grouse populations; a lack of suitable habitat has not been 
identified as one of these factors. The recent expansion of Strawberry Reservoir has resulted in a 
loss of sagebrush habitat. Research has shown non-native red fox populations (increased due to 
the condi tions associated with the reservoir) are also having a high degree of predation on the 
grouse. Both the Strawberry and Vernon populations are significantly decreased frnm historical 
levels. These declines are not solely attributed to Forest management emphasis or activities. but 
are likely a combination of factors. Continued monitoring of populations would provide some 
indication of the relative condition of sagebrush habitat. The majority of the species' habitat oc-
curs off of National Forest System lands in Utah. 
Tbree-toed Woodpecker 
With increased concern for this species. surveys and mitigation actions were initiated in 1990, 
connected primarily with project-specific activities. No forest-wide surveys or population moni-
toring occur on the Forest. and no population monitoring is conducted by the UDWR. Breeding 
bird surveys conducted on the Forest would similarly indicate the presence and absence of the 
species. however. population trends would not likely be detectable at this level of monitoring. 
With the species dependency on snags. old growth coniferous forests. and insect levels. it is not 
likely that past and current management activities have altered the habitat sufficiently to create 
declines in the species. Insect activity continues to increase and cycle on the Uinta, providing 
forage and habitat. Snag retention guidelines within timber harvest areas provide for these habi-
tat needs. The availability and connectivity of old growth habitat has not been analyzed. 
However. harvesting has not occurred at sufficient levels to remove the old growth component. 
and greater than 10 percent (as required in the current Forest Plan) remains in unharvested or un-
burned areas occurring throughout the Forest. Woodpeckers have been identified in several 
areas of the Forest. but insufficient distribution and abundance data exists to detennine if 
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populations are at decreased levels. Recreation and livestock management activities likely have 
little effect on the species or its habitat. 
In 1991 approximately 2,700 acres were surveyed for three-toed woodpeckers on the Forest. Ten 
sightings were made on the Heber Ranger District, none on the Pleasant Grove or Spanish Fork 
Ranger Districts. Additional surveys of three-toed woodpeckers were initiated in 1993. Between 
1993 and 1998 approximately 10,500 acres have been surveyed. 
The Forest Plan originally included Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive (TES) species with 
the list of Management Indicator Species (MIS). The Plan was amended in 1993 to incorporate 
TES species as management indicators and listed all of them, including those that had been 
added to the list since the Forest Plan was written. In 1984 there were two endangered species 
occurring on the Forest. In 1993 there were three endangered, one threatened, and fifteen 
sensitive species on the Forest. Appendix C lists all TES species and their status with state and 
federal agencies. 
Threatened and Endangered Species 
When the Forest Plan was implemented, the bald eagle and peregrine falcon were the only two 
federally listed species on the Forest (both listed as endangered). Since that time, the bald eagle 
was downgraded from endangered to threatened. On July 4, 1999, President Clinton announced 
the eagle to be fully recovered, with final action to remove it from the endangered list due in one 
year. The peregrine falcon has been recommended for removal from the list. Since the 
implementation of the Forest Plan. one bird and three plants have been added to the list of 
federally listed species. There are also five federally listed fish species not occurring on the 
Forest that are considered if water depletions are proposed. 
In 1995 the six national forests in Utah completed a Biological Assessment for all species that 
had been federally listed since forest plans were completed. It was determined "that 
implementation of forest plan standards and guidelines in Utah combined with Section 7 
consultation at the project-specific level would not allow adverse effects to species viability on 
any Endangered or Threatened species known or suspected to occur on National Forest System 
lands in Utah." In the assessment it was determined that standards and guidelines in forest plans 
were for the most part general and covered any listed species at all times. Where needed there 
are species-specific standards. In a letter dated October 3, 1995, the USFWS concurred with the 
determination. 
Sensitive Species 
In 1984 when the Forest Plan was approved. the Forest Service sensitive species program was in 
Its very early stages and made no references to specific species. Similarly, the State of Utah did 
not have a listing of state sensitive species. In March 1997. the UDWR released the "Utah 
Sensitive Species List." The stated purpose of the list is "to identify those species in the state 
that are the most vulnerable to population and habitat loss. " Species on this list may be federally 
"sted. be a candidate for listing. be a Forest Service sensitive species, or may not fall into any of 
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these categories. Species that do not rail under the umbrella of the ESA or Forest SerVo: e 
sensitive species policy have no protection under these situations but are considered species of 
concem with added emphasis in forest activities. 
Sensitive species are identified by the Forest Service Regional Forester as those for which 
population viability is a concern, as evidenced by significant current or predicted downward 
trends in population numbers or density or significant current or predicted downward trends in 
habitat capability that would reduce a species' existing distribution. Identification of sensitive 
species and emphasis on the management of sensitive species habitat are Forest Service policy 
and are not directly related to federally des:gnated endangered and threatened species protected 
under the ESA. The Forest Service goal for sensitive species management is to ensure that 
species numbers and population distribution are adequate so that no federal listing will be 
required nor any forest extirpation take place. 
Four mammals, six birds, one amphibian, two fish, and five plant species that occur on the Forest 
have been added to the sensitive species list by the Regional Forester. fhe Utah sensitive species 
list adds other species of concern. 
TES Management on the Uinta National Forest 
Forest budgets and priorities have precluded much work from being done in habitat maintenance 
and improvement for TES species. Most accomplishments have be.'!I achieved through 
coordination and mitigation on other forest projects such as timber sales, recreation 
developments, and grazing allotment plans. Notable exceptions have been the work done on 
some of the plant species and work on bat inventories and gating of important mines and caves. 
Habitat improvement work has also been conducted for the Bonneville cutthroat and Colorado 
cutthroat trout. 
The addition of several species to the TES list is due not to management practices on the Uinta 
National Forest but rather to an increase in knowledge and understanding of species either 
throughout their range or through range-wide negative cumulative effects. Likewise, the 
downlisting of the bald eagle and proposal to delist the peregrine falcon are due to increased 
numbers and habitat improvement over their entire range (although habitat protection through 
coordination and mi!;gation on forest proposals has helped protect needed habi tat). 
Conservation Agreements and Strategies are the result of cooperative effort.< among resource 
agenci.-s to further the implementation of conservation measures for sensitive species (as defined 
by both Forest Service and the State of Utah). Implementing these Conservation Agreements 
and Strategies is intended to preclude federal listing by reducing or eliminating the threats that 
wan'ant a species to be listed as sensitive by state and/or federal agencies. and as endangered or 
threatened under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. These Agreements and 
Strategies are recovery plans to be used by the cooperating agencies without the legal 
ramifications of federal listing. 
At the present time. Conservation Agreements and Strategies have been completed and approved 
for the Colorado and Bonneville cutthroat trout and the northern goshawk. The next state 
priorities include Agreements and Strategies for the spotted frog and western boreal toad. An 
approved recovery plan is in place for the June sucker. an endangered species. 
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Clay phacelia (Phacelia argillacea), another endangered species, also has an approved recovery 
plan. As with most plant species, no critical hahitat has been identified. There is potential 
habitat on National Forest System lands and seed germination studies are in progress on some 
sites on the Forest. Ute ladies' tresses (Spiranlhes diluvialis), another threatened species, has a 
draft recovery plan with a pollination study in progress. 
FIRE MANAGEMENT 
Current Situadon 
The following tables summarize fire activity from 1920-96, and provide statistics on ignitions 
and percentage of total fires within certain areas. 
Table 3-15. Historical Summary of Fire Acdvlty 1920-96 
I Area Year AvenpNIUaber of JIIra per Year 
Forest-wide 1920-69 100 
Forest-wide 1970-79 367 
Forest-wide 1980-89 1000 
I Forest-wide 1990-96 1500 
Table 3-16. Percentages of Fire. Witbin Forest Area. 
I FonltArea Percaatof Peroeat of ,Ipldoaa ToUIAcni 
I Wasatch Front 2-7 60 
Gambel oak off Front 24 10 
r--co-~ Wildemess 7 5 
Conifer and/or aspen 42 25 
Based on data compiled from fire reports, fire occurrence has increased between the years 
1875-1996. Both natural ignitions and human-caused fires are on the rise. Human-caused fire 
increases are no doubt a direct result of the increased population along the Wasatch Front. The 
increase in natural ignitions (lightning fires) is attributable to (I) more fires being spotted and 
reponed by an increasing population; and (2) increasing fuel loads resulting in fires being 
detected which would normally burn themselves out before being detected. 
Public expectation regarding suppression of visible wildfire is high. About 90 percent of the 
Forest is visible from commonly traveled local, collector, and aneria! access roads, and the entire 
Forest is under flight paths to Salt Lake International Airpon. Cost-effective use of Interagency 
fire capabihty in both prescribed fire and suppression is also imponant to the public. 
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Preservation of winter range is a concern in this pan of Utah. On the Uinta National Forest 
winter range has been and '",ill continue to be lost where large, high-intensity wildfires conven 
the vegetation to flashy fuels (cheatgrass) with low winter range value. Large, high-intensity 
wildfire freq uency can be slowed by a combination of fuels and wildfire management. 
Prescribed and wildland fires are being used as management tools to accomplish resource and 
fuels management objectives, while public awareness of the uses and benefits of fire is 
increasing. 
Fire Management Plan and Analysis 
Forest fire policy prior to 1984 emphasized fire suppression rather than total fire management. 
Today, an appropriate level of fire protect;on is determined through use of the National Fire 
Management Analysis System (NFMAS) by analyzing all facets of fire management including 
cost. safety, and resource value considerations. NFMAS analyses ~ave been completed for the 
Uinta National Forest which indicate that a Most Efficient Level (MEL) budget of 5762,600 
(1997 dollars) is appropriate. In 1997 the acrual fire management budget was $615 ,000 or 76 
percent of MEL. This compares to a budget ofS280,216 (1997 dollars) shown in the Forest 
Plan . The Fuels Management budget for the Forest in 1997 was 547,500 (1997 dollars). This 
compares to a budget ofS45,732 (1997 dollars) shown in the Forest Plan. 
The Forest Plan did recognize the role of fire in the ecosystem and provided for use of prescribed 
fire Since the Forest Plan was approved, the role of prescribed fire (both management-ignited 
and naturally-ignited), has been increasingly recognized. These analyses indic~te an increased 
use of management-ignited prescribed fire and prescribed natural fire could/should be used to 
achieve resource objectives and promote natural ecological conditions. 
The 1984 Forest Plan specifically mentions two Fire Management Analysis Zones (FMAZs). 
Currently, five FMA7 '\Te recognized on the Forest, designated by their similarities in 
fuels/vegetation, fir. _ J' trrence, and dispatch procedures: FMAZ I Urban Interface; FMAZ 2 
Non-Urban InterfaCf . ush; FMAZ 3 Wi lderness (pan of the Lor.e Peak Wilderness Area above 
the city of Alpine is desIgnated FMAZ I); FMAZ 4 Mixed Conifer; and FMAZ 6 Vemon Unit. 
Cooperative Fire Manag .nent 
The 1984 Forest Plan recognized the imponance of cooperative fire management. One example 
of actions taken to implement thiS prnciple is the Interagency Fire Dispatch Center co-located in 
the Utah County Building with the' leriff'S Office and staffed with Forest Service personnel. 
Interagency (e.g., Forest Service, Pa .. k Service, BLM) fire crews are also routinely dispatched to 
fires on and off the Forest. This cooperation is expected to continue not only in fire suppression, 
but also in prescribed fire, fire detection, and fire prevention. 
Fuel Management Inventory 
The Forest Plan indicated fuel inventories should be conducted in cooperation with timber 
companmental exams. Fuel inventories consider dead and down trees, wht:Teas companmental 
exams focus on trees that are sti ll standing and over 4 inches Diameter at Breast Height (DB H). 
Consequently. fuels inventories are completed as funds permit on both forested and non-forested 
areas of the Forest. T" udte. fuel inventories have been completed for the oak brush in FMAZs I 
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and 2. Fuel inventories have also been completed in conifer, aspen, and conifer/aspen vegetation 
types in support of landscape analyses and environmental analyses. 
Firebreak Construction 
The Wasatch Front Firebreak was/is primarily outside of the forest boundary and much of the 
area through which it runs is developed private land. Consequently, the firebreak no longer 
exists. 
Fire Suppression and Fire Suppression Forces 
At the time the Forest Plan was approved, all a"le-bodied employees were expected to participate 
in fire suppression activities. Current Forest Service direction emphasizes maintaining a core 
cadre oflong-term fi re-fighters to manage and lead the primary fire-fighting force . The size and 
mix of the primary fire-fighting force is based upon a NFMAS analysis. Using this approach 
allows for a more cost-effective, fully trained, and often bener conditioned, safer, and more 
effective fire-fighting force. Employees with other primary duties are still trained and used as a 
secondary fire-fighting force. This work force adjustment was completed in 1997. 
The Forest Plan contains a standard and guideline for Initial Anack Suppression in terms of 
on-duty and off-duty response times. Though response times have not been measured, on-duty 
primary suppression forces are expected to and are believed to meet these standards; off-duty 
personnel do not. Most employees live at locations away from their duty stations. As the 
population centers around the Uinta National Forest have become more developed, employees 
are often forced to live further and further from their duty stations due to economic 
conslderallons. This standard and guideline is not practical today. 
Onl y one standard and guideline was Identified in the Forest Plan relative to Primary Initial 
Artack forces : it specifies fire suppression objectives by FMAZ (in terms of percent of fires 
suppressed by fire size). The Forest Plan also requires monitoring of the acreage burned within 
the onglnal FMAZ I « 7.500 foot elevation). The monitorin:: program calls for a reevaluation 
when the 5-year average exceeds 220 acres/year within this zone. 
The areas represented by the : urrent FMAZ I are important from a ,lfe consideration as they 
adjOIn the cities and developed areas, are part of municipal watersheds, and are highly visible to 
the large populallon along the Wasatch Front. These areas are also characterized by ecosystems 
whIch ha ve evolved with rela tively frC<juent fire occurrences. Fires within this zone have been 
and are being contained and controlled as quickly as possible provided that safety is assured 
first The acreage burned in a fire is largely a factor of the environmental conditions occurring 
on thaI partIcular day and the accessibility of the particular fire . Accordingly, acreage bumed 
cannot be assumed to be a direct indicator of the appropriateness of suppression policy. Large 
fires are a natural periodic phenomena in these low elevation ecosystems and will probably occur 
occasIOnally, despite our best efforts to suppress them. 
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Fire Prevention Ind Detection 
The practice of implementing annual fi re closures during periods of high fire danger has been 
abandoned by the state and other federal agencies. The Interagency Annual Operating Plan 
includes fire prevention activities, but due to budget constraints these have been greatly reduced. 
Fire detection on the Forest is accomplished primarily by the public. With 100 percent of the 
Forest visible by either major ground or air travel routes, and with the profusion of cellular 
telephones, most fi res are reported within 30 minutes of ignition. 
Escaped Fire Suppression 
There will always be areas where the most appropriate suppression response will be control. 
However, with any escaped fi re the Forest is required by policy to complete a Wildland Fire 
Situation Analysis (WFSA) to determine the appropriate suppression response once a fire has 
escaped initial anack. 
Fuels Treatment 
The current Forest Plan does not provide specific goals and objectives or standards and 
guidelines for acti vity fuels or natural fuels management. However, it does require monitoring 
accomplishment of fuels reduction obje~tives tied to activity fuels treatment. These treatments 
have varied greatly from approxi mately 80 to 1,800 acres treated in anyone year. These levels 
of treatment have not made much difference in fi re occurrence on the Fore, t. A< mentioned 
previously, fire numbers, size, and intensity are increasing. This is due in part to the fire 
suppression policies of the past and present and resultant increasing fuel loadings. Several 
recently completed analyses have recognized and reported this situation and indicated an increase 
is needed in the use of prescribed and wildland fire. 
Vegetation Treated Within WUdeme •• 
In 1996 a Wilderness Fire Management Plan was completed to allow lightning and other natural 
ignitions to bum within wilderness, allowing fire to resume its natural role in the ecosystem. 
Currently there is a statewide Fire Amendment being prepared for the six national forests in Utah 
which would allow lightning and other natural ignitions to burn in areas outside as well as inside 
of wilderness. This will facilitate determining appropriate suppression responses so fires which 
start in wilderness won't necessarily have to be put out once they reach wilderness boundaries, 
and fires which start outside wilderness won 't necessarily have to be kept out of those 
boundaries . 
Air Quality 
The amended Forest Plan Monitoring Program requires monitoring to ensure prescribed fires are 
meeting ai r quality objectives. The Forest has not directly monitored air quality during fire 
events but has monitored through visual observation rather than quantitative measurements. Air 
qualJly and smoke ll ispersal are modeled and considered in developi ng burning plans for all 
prescript ions. Current burning implementation is sufficient to ensure that burn objectives, 
including those for ai r quality, are met. 
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SOCIAL ECONOMIC COMPONENTS 
L!QcIAL AND ECONOMIC SUMMARY 
The Uinta National Forest lies within Juab, Sanpete, Tooele, Utah, and Wasatch Counties. 
Adjacent counties which may be influenced by the decisions and actions of Uinta National Forest 
management activities are Salt Lake, Summit, Carbon, and Duchesne. Also affected are the 
Slcull Valley and Uintah and Ouray Indian Reservations. Some decisions may also have signifi-
cant statewide impacts. 
The 1984 Forest Plan contair.s very little discussion relative to the social and economic impacts 
of management activities. The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FElS) for the Forest Plan 
addressed the social and economic impacts of the alternatives considered. The Plan anticipated 
that the state would experience significant popUlation growth during its implementation period. 
The rate of growth projected berween 1980 and 1995, as dcrived from the recreation demand 
projections, was 31 percent. 
Historical Backvound 
The first documented explorers of Utah were members of the Escalante Expedition in 1776. In 
the mid-1800s mountain men and explorers such as Jim Bridger and Jedediah Smith traversed 
the area. The first organized settlernent of the state began in 1847 when Brigham Young and the 
Mormon pioneers arrived in the Salt Lake Valley. 
The bel iefs of the members of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints (the official name, 
but often referred to 3S the LOS or Mormon Church) playa significant role in the laws and social 
awareness In Utah and are therefore important to understand. The Mormon lifestyle and value 
system (greatly influenced by a pioneer heritage) can most easily be characterized as self-
sufficient. industrious. growth oriented, self-reliant, conservative, and family and church orien-
ted. Although highly patriotic, Mormons have resisted federal intervention or support and place 
an emphasis on economic growth and prosperity. The relillion is as much a life-style as it is a 
belief system. reflected in everyday activities. the laws of the state, and interaction with non-
Mormons. Mormon communities Keep themselves active and occupied in a variety of 
commumty proJects, SOCIal events, and religious activities. The Forest has benefited greatly from 
the hIgh rate of volunteerism and public service sponsored by the Mormon Church, allowing 
many forest projects to be completed beyond the appropriated funding level. 
t.:tah's rapId l""owth pattern over the past decade has continued to bring increasing metropolitan 
Influences A minI :,.by boom and signifi cant net in-migration during the 1970s resulted in a 
populatIon Increase of close to 38 percent . The economy, especially energy and construction, 
boomed dunng these years. During the 19805 the energy boom faded . Employment was also ad-
versely affected by a natIonal and international recession as companies downsized andlor 
modernIzed 
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Curregt Sltuatiog 
A 1997 survey of Utah residents' values revealed that first and foremost, residents feel that 
Utah 's distinction emanates from its people--their honesty, ethics, and morality. However, resi-
dents indicated that Utah's scenic beauty and outdoor recreation operate positively, at a sealn-
dary level, to provide diverse opportunities and activities to be with family, relax, and feel less 
stress, thus contributing to peace of mind, freedom, and enjoyment. The survey also revealed 
that the greatest perceived threats to the current life-style emanate from transportation infrastruc-
ture and traffic, crime, and air ql'lllity. 
As the population grows, the economy of the state is shifting. Residents are less dependent on 
agriculture as the service industry and clean industries grow. In the past several years, tourism 
has grown to become one of Utah's top private sector industries. The state's thirteen National 
Parks and Monuments bring national and international notoriety, as does the selection of Salt 
Lake City as the site for the 2002 Winter Olympics. 
Population 
Utah's population growth has historically exceeded that of the nation. Between 1980 and 1995 
the population grew to 1.959 million, or approximately 34 percent, only slightly more than the 3 I 
percent anticipated in the 1984 Uinta Forest Plan. The state' s population is projected to exceed 3 
million by 20 15 (Table 3-17). Thi~ equates to an annual growth rate of approximately 2. I per-
cent. almost double the 1.2 percent growth rate for the nation. 
Utah is the seventh fastest growing state in the nation. Continued rapid population growth is 
projected through 2020 for all counties within the analysis area. The most rapid rate of growth is 
expected in Summit County with a 126 percent increase from 1995 to 2020. Tooele County's 
population is expected to increase by 102 percent during the same period. The largest amounts 
of population increase are expected in Salt Lake and Utah Counties. These two counties are also 
the most urban counties in the analysis area with much higher population densities. 
Table 3-17. Population Projections 
~ I. 1'" 1,. JIll all • 1. 3I1S .. 
Carbon Co. 22 179 20228 21 100 22699 24 27 26031 27 S36 28683 
Duchesne Co. 12 S6S 12 64S 13 SOO 14390 14998 16308 17 82. 18894 
Juab Co. S DO HI 7 7 ISO 8 188 887 1 9924 11022 11846 
Sanaele Co. 14620 162S9 19200 22362 24460 27 S68 30799 33.2.7 
Sail!.alte Co. 61 9 066 72S 9S6 806000 872 37S 9S9002 1079236 I 00811 1.301094 
Summll Co 10 198 IS SI 8 22 400 27 S09 31 S78 37 798 44467 SO 728 
Tooele Co 26033 26601 29600 3S 280 40 122 46473 S3320 S9678 
Ulah Co. 2 18 106 263 S90 308000 34S 906 39272S 44S SOO 490 629 SlS 047 
Waaatcb Co. 8 S2 3 10089 12 200 1441 7 17 14S 20243 23099 26012 
Sta .. ofUIah 1 461 037 I 722 8S0 I 9S9 000 2 172 498 2419972 2 737 166 3047722 3 II 276 
Sourct "State of Utah Population Pr.JJecbons" Governor', Office of Planning and Budaet-Demoaraphic and 
Economic AnalYS15 Section. UPED Model Sy' l.em. 1997 Baaeline ProjecuoDi ( 121 17196). 
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Much of this growth is attributable to natural increase rather than net in-migration due to a 
relatIVely young population and high fertility rates (Table 3-18). Utah' s median age was 26 in 
1995 and IS projected to mcrease to 30 by 2020. The corresponding national median ages are 33 
and 37. 
In 1997, 33.4 percent of the state 's population was under 18 years of age, higher than in any 
other state. At 8.7 percent, Utah had the lowest percentage of the population age 65 and over. 
The highest birth rate belongs to Utah with 21.3 births per 1,000 people compared to 14.6 
nationally. The overall death rate was the second lowest in the nation at 5.5 per 1,000 people. 
Table 3-18. Components of Population Cbange, 1990-98 
Cooty! Rate of Rate of Net Rate of Net ToUIRaee 
LocaIioD Natural DoIIIeItk Intenaatloaal of 
Increue Millratloll IKrMae 
Carbon 5.1% -1.3% 0.2% 4.0% 
Duchesne 10.8% 3.5% 0.5% 14.8% 
Juab 9.7% 20.3% 0.3% 30.3% 
Sanpete 8.7% 22.1 % 1.4% 32.2% 
SaIt Lake 12.9% 1.2% 2. 1% 16.2% 
Summit 13.9% 56.8% 1.7% 76.4% 
Tooele 11 .3% 11.9% 1.9% 25 .1% 
Utah 19.9% 1.1 % 2.0% 23 .0% 
~ 1tch 11.1 % 19.7% 0.9% 31.7% 
State of Utah 13.8% 5.0% 1.6% 20.4% 
Source U.S Bureau of the Census. WashlDgtOD. D.C .. Population Estimates Program. 
Minority populations across the analysis area are also increasing, not only in gross numbers, but 
also In proporllon to the total population. 
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Tabl~ 3-19. Minority Population by County 1980, 1990, and 1994 (e.tlmated) 
Black AmerIeaD IIIdIuIAluka Native 
COUDty! 1980 1990 1994 0/. 1980 1990 1994 % 
Location (est.) Cbange (est.) Cbange 
90-94 90-94 
Carbon 73 55 35 -36.4 122 123 182 48.0 
Duchesne 2 8 15 87.5 268 623 795 27.6 
Juab I 2 4 100.0 46 81 83 2 .. '
SaIt Lake 3958 5 2 14 7241 38.9 3872 5463 7024 28.6 
Sanpete 24 II 22 100.0 143 109 115 5.5 
I Summit 5 18 41 127.8 38 62 49 -21.0 
Tooele 163 224 191 -14.7 351 354 489 38.1 
Utah 148 359 744 107.2 1746 1759 2196 24.8 
Wasatch 3 3 9 200.0 53 62 55 - 11.3 
State of Utah 9068 10886 14254 30.9 18261 22763 27058 18.9 
% of Utah 1 
PODulation 0.6 0.6 0.7 1.2 1.3 1.4 
Allan or Pldflc hlander Bbpanlc Orillin 
C ounty! 1980 1990 1994 % 1980 1990 1994 % 
Location (est.) Change (est.) Cbange 
L- 90-94 90-94 
Carbon 97 110 168 52.7 2 423 2 247 2080 -7.4 
Duchesne 38 3 1 41 32.3 177 350 524 49.7 
Juab 9 10 13 30.0 55 73 92 26.0 
Salt Lake ~,J965 1 28820 46.7 30 867 43 647 60877 39.5 
Sanpete 88 245 375 53. 1 268 560 854 52.5 
Summ~ '2 77 10 1 3 1.2 204 326 598 83.4 
-Tooele f 183 184 225 22 .3 2395 2960 3690 24 .7 jJtall , ~6 3866 5532 43 .1 5040 8488 12525 47 .6 
Wasatch 13 18 3 1 72.2 12 1 253 379 49.8 
State o f Utah 18592 32562 4537 1 39.3 60302 84 5'n 116583 37.8 
-o~ of Utrh 
Population 1.3 
~-
1.9 ~~'----- 4.1 4.9 6.1 
Source ' Go\Cmor ' r;; O ffice of Plannmg and Budget. Demographic and Economic Anal)" ls. Counry Populallon! m 
Utah by Race and HispaniC On gm 
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EmDloyment 
Utah's employment growth has consistently out-paced that of the nation. and this is projected to 
continue . The average annual rate of growth of non-agricultural wage and salary employment 
from 1950 to 1995 w .. , 3.5 percent for Utah. compared to 2.1 percent nationally. Projections for 
1995 through 2020 are an annual average of 2.4 percent and 1.0 percent respectively. 
All counties in the analysis area experienced rates of growth that exceeded the national average. 
The greatest rate of employment growth within the onalysis area between 1986 and 1996 was 
117 percent in Summit County. Tooele County experienced the lowest rate of growth at 6.5 per-
cent. 
Table 3-20. Total Employment by County, 1986 and 1996 
Countyl 1986 1996 Rate of 
Location Employment Employment Cbange 
Carbon 9.077 11. 141 22.7% 
Duchesne 6.178 7.106 15.0% 
Juab 2.100 3.262 55.3% 
Sanpete 5.543 8.687 56.7% 
Salt Lake 399.103 595.352 49.2% 
Summit 8.850 19.233 117.3% 
Tooele 12.686 13.510 6.5% 
Utah 95.316 166.304 74.5% 
Wasatc h 3.180 5.574 75.3% 
~te of Utah 804.976 1.223,163 51.9% 
Source Bw-cau (If F...cooomic AnaIY~Is. Regiona l Economic Infurmation Syslem . Full·lime and Part -time 
Employee. by Major Industry. 1996 and 1984-66. 
Utah', rate or ,.employment in 1997 was 3.1 percent, compared to a national average of 4.9 per-
cent. The majority of counties within the analysis area experienced rates below the national 
average. The excepllon, were Carbon. Duchesne . and Sanpete Counties . 
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Table 3-21. 1997 Unemployment Ram 
:::'.t~.~ fi,,;,!·O;AZi:~: i:~',~~~~ , .:~:.::.iIIi~ ,-(" 
C8Ibon 5.0"10 21 
Duebesne 6.5% 27 
Juab 3.8% II 
Sanpete 5.3% 23 
Salt Lake 2.7% 3 
Summit 3.4% 8 
Tooele 4.4% 17 
Utah 2.6% 2 
Wasatch 3.9% 14 
State of Utah 3.1% ---
United States 4.9% 
---
Source: Utah Governor', Office of PlanninglDd Budae~ Demographic IDd 
Economic Analysi,. "Counties RAnked by Uoemploymeot Rote, 1997" and 
"Uoemploymeo' Rates: Utah. California, IDd the U.S." 
Per capita personal income in Utah in 1996 was $19.384 with an average annual growth rate of 
5.4 percent. The per capita income for the nation was $24.436 with an average annual growth of 
4.9 percent. Utah ranked 45th in the nation because of the brge number of children in the state. 
Table 3-22. 1996 Per Capita PersonallDcome and Averale Annual Growth Rate 
COIUltyl PwCaplta A ........... 
Locatio. ..,....~ Gftwda .... 
19M to.wlO~ 
C8Ibon $17644 4.0"10 
Duchesne $14460 5.1% 
Juab $13 731 5.6% 
Sanpete $12706 3.6% 
Salt Lake $22142 5.6% 
Summit $34060 7.5% 
Tooele $17262 4.1 % 
Utah $16099 6.3% 
Wasatch $17690 6.4% 
State of Utah $19384 5.4% 
United States $24436 4.9% 
Source: Bureau of EconomiC AnalYSIS. Regional EcoDomlc lnfonnatJoQ System. BearlKt3. 1986-96. 
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Table 3-22 shows that the majority of counties in the analysis area experienced average annual 
growth rates for per capita income that exceed the national average with the exceptions of 
Carbon, Sanpere, and Tooele Counties. Summit County exceeded both the state and national 
averages by a large margin with 7.5 percent growth. The 1996 per capita income for Summit 
County also exceeded the state and nation by a large margin with 534,060. 
Table 3-23 displays the 1996 total personal income and corresponding average annual growth 
rates for the counties in the analysis area. Here again, Summit County experienced the highest 
average annual rate of growth with 14.4 percent. Carbon County had the lowest rate of growth at 
3.3 percent. 
Table 3-23. 1996 Total Penonallncome and Average Annual Growth Rate 
COUlliyl 1986 Total 1996TobJ Avenae Au ... Rutta 
Locadoa Peno ... Penona) GrowdiRaIe St.1e 
"come 1Dco_ (1986-96) (1996) 
(Thotuuch of $) ffhotuUlch of $) 
Carbon 5264 931 5366385 3.3% II 
Duchesne 5132260 5203593 4.4% 16 
Juab 549525 5968 19 6.9% 23 
San...p<!te SI46439 5256903 5.8% 14 
Salt Lake 58996378 $18313730 7.4% I 
Summit 5218429 5837558 14.4% 7 
Tooele S316387 5520341 5. 1% 9 
Utah 52 164 492 55155644 9.1% 2 
I Wasatch 590601 5217202 9.1% 15 
I State of Utah . • 7.5% • 
United States I . • 5.9% • 
Th~ block.! were left blank intentIOnally. The growth mtes for the state and nation are provided forcompari-
M>n pu~~ only 
Source Bureau of Economic AnalYSIs. RegIonal Economic Informarion System. 8earfacts. 1986-96. 
Table 3-24 shows the 1993 median household income for the state of Utah to be 532,596, 
compared to 531,24 1 for the nation. [n 1997, 8.9 percent of the population was in poverty with 
only 3.6 percent receiving public assistance. Poverty level in 1993 was estimated based on in-
come at or below 56.970 for one pf'TSOn with an allowance of 52,460 for each additional person 
'" • household . Only six other states had lower poverty rates, and two states had lower rates d 
public assistance. It is estimated that 13.3 percent of the nation's population is in poverty with 
77 percent receiving public assistance. Utah has the eleventh highe.t percentage of home 
owners tn the nation at 72.5 percent. The rate for the nation is 65 .7 percent. 
PO\·erty levels witlun the analysis area generally exceed the state average with the exception of 
Summit County With only 6 percent. The highest percentages of poverty are located in Duchesne 
and Sanpete Counties With 21 and 18 percent respectively. These two counties, together with 
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Carbon CO'lIlt} ~t "S.2 percent, also exceed the national average. However, five counties have 
median household incomes that exceed both the state and national figures. These counties are 
Salt Lake. Summit, Tooele, Utah, and Wasatch. Summit County has the highest with 543,467 
while Sanpete County has the lowest at 527, 012. 
Table 3-24. Poverty 1993 
Countyl 1993 Number of 1993 PerceDt 1993MedWI 
Locadon Peno ... t Poverty Level Houaehold lacome 
Poverty Level 
Carbon 3336 16.2 $30060 
Duchesne 2880 21.0 529017 
Juab 724 11.5 $30109 
Sanpete 3332 18.0 $27012 
Salt Lake 75416 9.5 $36807 
Summit I 1,293 6.0 $43467 
Tooele 3195 11.1 $37086 
Utah 38551 13.2 $32805 
Wasatch 1,045 9.1 $34622 
State of Utah I 2 14002 11.2 532596 
United States I 39265,000 15.1 $31241 
Source: "Utah Data GUide," Utah State Data Center. Governor's Office of Planning and Budget. Demographic and 
EconomIc Analysis. Summer 1997 
Payments to the State 
Counties receive Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) to replace tax revenue lost due to the public 
nature of lands administered by federal agencies (1976 Payments in Lieu ofTax~s A~t). The 
amount is based on the amount of acreage administered by certain ferleral agencies, population, a 
schedule of payments. the Consumer Price Index. other fejeral payments made in the prior year. 
and the level of funding. 
As displayed in Table 3-25. all the counties in the analysis area receive PIL T payments. 
however. only in the counties which contain portions of the Uinta National Forest are payments 
related to the Uinta. These counties are Juab, Sanpete, Tooele, Utah, and Wasatch. Of these, 
Sanpete is the most dependent on PIL T monies. Insufficient information was avai lable to 
determine what portion of the PIL T payments were directly related to the Uinta National Forest. 
3·59 
Table 3-25. 1996 PIL T Payments 
Couey T .... UMPILT "efT .... 
- .. COIIIltJ IIIIdaet 
Carbon $357734 2.6 
Duchesne S504 631 2.2 
Juab S292194 6.5 
Sanpete $432941 8.6 
Salt Lake S46 833 0.0 1 
Swnmit S348717 1.8 
Tooele S729890 2.2 
Utah $487718 1.0 
Wasatch S305534 4.0 
Source: Utah Counties 1996 Budget Report. Governor', Office of Planning and 
Rudget Demographic and Economic Analysis Section. 
In addition to PI L T payments. counties receive 25 Percent Fun" payments. This fund returns 25 
percent of all revenues generated from forest activities (with the exception of certain mineral 
programs) to the c?unties based on the number of acres of National Forest System lands within 
each county. 
Table 3-26 displays the 1998.25 Percent Fund payments to the counties within the analysis 
area. and the estimated portion of those payments that is attributable to the Uinta National 
Forest. 
I 
. 
Table 3-26. 1998 25 Percent Fund Payments 
Couey 
I 
Total 1". P_taae of mataRelahd 
15Pen:at Total Couey 1997 
FlUId Badaft 15 Peraat F1UId 
Carbon S4513 . 03% SO 
Duchesne $142363 .62% SO 
Juab S22494 .50% SI9152 
Sanpete S59214 1.18% S4190 
Salt Lake S 24087 .01% SO 
Swnmit SI28921 .65% SO 
Tooele S37861 .11% $20592 
Utah S91651 .18% S77).76 
Wasatch S86 DOl 1.13% $72 080 
The Vernon Urn t of tile Wasatch ClCbe Nauooal Forest lD Tooele County IS admlDlStmd by the UlDta 
NatIOnal Fo<cst. The portion of2S Perunt FundI ... lated to that unit .... estimated hosed on acreage 
S--WCe Swnmary of Payment> to Swes From Nlbooal Forest ReceIpt> for Fiscal Yev 1998. obtained 
from Randy MIles. Uinta Nlbooal Forest Budget Officer. 
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SkuU VaUey and UiDtah and QUID Indian Bmrvat!on. 
The Goshute Indians of the SIruII Valley Reservation consider the Vernon Unit in Tooele County 
their ancestral homeland. Although part of the Wasatch-Cache National Forest, the Vernon Unit 
is administered by the Uinta National Forest. According to the 1990 Census, 32 Native Ameri-
cans reside on the reservation. 
The Uintah and Ouray Reservation is located within the Uintah Basin in parts ofUintah, 
Duchesne, Grand, and Wasatch Counties. The Ute Indians of this reservation used the area of 
the Uinta National Forest for hunting and gathering activities. The 1990 Census indicated that 
the reservation's population was 17.224. Of this number, 15.4 percent were Native Americans. 
Utah is expected to continue experiencing high rates of population and economic growth. The 
economy will continue shifting towards services and clean industry. The growth of personal 
income is expected to continue to exceed that of the nation. The state's population is projected to 
exceed three million by 20 15. As a result of these factors, an increase in the demand for non-
commodity uses of the Forest, such as recreation, is expected. 
em TURAL RESOURCES 
The original monitoring goal of having cultural resource input on all projects was met by 1994. 
Progress has been made toward resolving conflicts between the protection of significant 
archaeological sites and planned project activities by incorporating archaeological survey in-
fonnation earlier in the planning process. 
The monitoring requirement in the 1993 Forest Plan Amendment looks at the long-term 
effectiveness of archaeological input in project planning. Intermittent inspections conducted 
since that time indicate that the integrity of sites has generally remained the same. However, 
intentional artifact collection and random vandalism remain the greatest threats to archaeological 
site integrity . 
Although a strategy was designed to conduct a sample survey of the Forest as specified in the 
Forest Plan. no funding was made available and the survey was not accomplished. Despite these 
limitations. ronsiderable progress has been made toward recording sites as a result of surveys 
conducted in support of planned project activities. In 1984. only 14.217 acres had been surveyed 
and 38 sites documented. Utilizing volunteers, approximately 41.292 acres have now been 
surveyed and 290 sites documented. 
The implementing regulations for Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act have 
been amended since implementation of the original Forest Plan. The new regulations require 
higher levels of tribal and community consultation. reduce the options for resolving adverse 
effects. and require more extensive consultation with State Historic Preservation Offices 
regarding all stages of the Section 106 process. Additionally. the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatnation Act enacted in 1990 requires an inventory of existing artifact 
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included in the revised Plan. Another existing transmission line associated with Federal Energy 
RegtJatory Commission (FERC) license 696 exists in American Fork Canyon. As this flowline 
is partially within the Lone Peale Wilderness Area, an opportunity exists to designate that area 
under the FERC withdrawal as a utility corridor. This would possibly resolve conflicts with 
other legal direction and Forest Service policy. This conflicting, non-conforming use has not 
been addressed in a Wilderness Management Plan. 
The Forest Flan does not address electronic sites. Because of the long-term commitments of the 
land areas involved, these sites should either be designated in the same manner as energy 
corridors, or applicable standards and guidelines should be written. 
There are currently 144 term (one year or longtr) non-recreation special uses authorized by 
special use pennits on the Uinta National Forest. Sixteen applications for irrigation ditch 
easements have been accepted under the authority of the Colorado Ditch Bill of 1986. Of these 
applications, 14 are for ditches currently authorized by special use permits. [t is expected that 16 
easements will eventually be granted, thereby reducing the number of special use permit 
authorizations for the Forest by 14. 
The Forest has three hydropower projects licensed by the FERC. One project under review for 
relicensing in 2000 divens water from American Fork River and transports it approximately two 
miles downstream to a power plant. The majority of this flowline lies within the Lone Peale 
Wilderness Area, posing complications for repair and maintenance. A project in Snake Creek 
Canyon operated by Heber Power and Light (Heber ety) is being studied for relicensing in 
1999. A project in Bartholemew Canyon (Springville City) will come up for relicensing in 2002. 
These projects may be authorized through special use pennits if relicensed by FERC. 
I FACILITIES 
There are approximately 272 government-owned and two leased buildings (Provo Supervisor's 
Office and Nephi Office) on the Uinta National Forest. Seventy-four of these buildings suppon 
administration. fire, and other activities. The remaining 198 buildings are restrooms or. 
recreation sites. 
The descnption of "Desired Future Condition of the Forest" in the Forest Plan does not conlain 
any peninenr direction for facilities. The munitoring requirement is to monitor the condition of 
structures annually for safety problems and increased maintenance costs. Asbestos removal and 
radon mOOltonng have been acc..>mplished . Energy efficiency projects are being implemented 
where possible MOOltoring shows condition surveys for health and safety are being done, 
IOcludlDg mOOlloring structural integrity and compliance with plumbing and electrical codes. 
AccesSIbility and vulnerability assessments have been and continue to be made. Most offices 
have been modified to meet accessibility requirements. Action on many identified needed 
changes, and subsequent follow-up inspections, are yet to be completed. 
CurTently the UIOta National Forest is divided into three ranger districts with main offices in 
Heber City, Pleasant Grove, and Spanl . . , Forl The Spanish Fork Ranger District also has one 
ranger station in Nephi. The Supervisor's Office is located in Provo and is leased from the 
General ServIce Administration. All district offices are government owned. The Nephi office 
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was transferred to the Natural Resource Conservation Service under the agreement that the 
Fvrest Service could continue to occupy office space. The 1986 Facilities Master Plan indicates 
that the Heber, Pleasant Grove, and Spanish Fork Ranger District offices and the Supervisor's 
Office are in need of new location and construction. The only action item that has been 
accomplished with regard to office buildings is the relocation and construction of the Heber 
Ranger District office. The Facilities Master Plan is outdated and should be revised, with several 
of the office relocation decisions reevaluated. 
The feasibility of remodeling guard stations for rental to the public is a management issue that 
needs to be addressed. Examples of gur.rd stations that could be considered are Willow Creek, 
Diamond Fork, and Beomore. Specific policy and direction needs to be developed including 
safety and health . increased inspection, liability, reservation process, fee rates, and collection of 
fees. [n the absence of policy we are directed to follow a series oflocal, national, and 
government codes and guidelines regarding design and operation standards. 
There are 14 administrative sites and work centers on the Forest, all of which need updated site 
plans and evaluations. Many of these buildings are deteriorating and reaching the end of their 
useful life or becoming functionally obsolete. Some site locations are no longer aesthetically 
pleasing and have (since their construction) been surrounded by residential areas. Combining 
these sites with other administrative sites and offices in commercial or outlying areas and 
improving or mainraining acceptable administrative and public access is critical. 
Nineteen dams are located on the Forest. The Forest Service owns one dam in the Lone Peak 
Wilderness Area and is responsible for its operation and maintenance. The other 18 darns are 
under special use permits with the permitted party responsible for operation and maintenance. 
The Forest Service is responsible for potential resource damage resulting from dam failure, while 
the state is responsible for public safety. Recent inspections indicate all dams on the Forest are 
in safe conditi on. 
Nineteen buildings on the Forest are potentially eligible for the Register of Historic Places and 
need evaluations. These evaluations should be completed and ultimate management determined. 
I INTERPRE1TVEsr~.VI~C~E~S ________________________ ~ 
Inrerprctive services is often viewed as a separate program area, when it is actually a project 
componenr and should be integratet1 into project planning. There is also need to develop 
IOterpreuve plans for specific program areas. By having these plans on file for each program 
area, projects can be implemented immediately once funding becomes aVAi;ahle. 
Si nce 1984 at least 10 interpretive plans or projects have been accomplished. These include the 
Heber Ranger District interpretive plan, Devil 's Kitchen Trail, Nebo Loop National Scenic 
Ryway. Cascade Springs Trail, Strawberry Discovery Trail, and the American Fork/Alpine Loop 
interpretive master plan (still in process) . Many small interpretive sign projects and brochures 
have also been produced . 
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I RECREA nON (DISPERSED) 
Since 1984 dispersed recreation has grown and changed due to an increasing population and new 
or improved ways to recreate using mountain bil-es, AII-Terr-in Vehicles (ATVs), snow 
machines, and sport utility vehicles. New nr improved roads, trltils, and trail heads have also 
encouraged more use. In the future it is likely that few additional developed recreation sites will 
be constructed . As developed facilities fill and fees increase, people are often displaced to 
dispersed use. 
The AMS developed for the 1984 Forest Plan estimated and projected dispersed recreation use as 
shown in the following table. 
Table 3-27. Projected Dispersed RVDs on tbe Uinta National Forest 
Year Ilecreadoa VIIltor Dave tRVDI) 
1979 1200 000 
1990 I 752000 
1996 2150000 
2020 3070000 
2030 3675000 
Supply analysis indicated the Forest had the capacity to plvduce 3,070,000 RVDs per year 
exclusive of non-consumptive wildl ife recreation and wilderness. This means that supply could 
meet demand unt il the year 2020, at which time the high suitability limit would be met. The 
Forest is very near the Plan's projected maximum capacity. Growth has exceeded projections by 
23 percent based on a 1996 Recreation Information Management (RlM) system use estimate of 
approximately 2,650,000 RVDs. According to the monitoring section of the Forest Plan, further 
evaluation of di'persed recreation needs to occur as visi tor use has varied from projected demand 
by more than 20 percent. 
It is uncenam what factors went into the development of capacity calculations used in the initial 
planmng process. The fac tors may have been physical capacity of the land or subjective quality 
of expenence values. There is a need for an updated formula taking into account only the 
SUItable acres avaIlable on the Forest. The result of this effort should be an identification ofa 
more reali stic capac lfy for use m the development of Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC). 
These LACs would be used to determine a capacity range dependent on user impacts on other 
«sources. There IS a need to determine the acceptable resource impacts associated with 
dIspersed recreation opportunities. In the monitoring section of the Forest Plan, there is no 
rationale behind projected capacities, making it difficult to relate objectives to resource impacts 
and then know if the desired conditions are being met. Existing use is impacting various 
resources such as water quality and vegetation on the Forest. It is difficult to describe the result 
of foll owlI 6 current management directior because the increase in demand has moved use 
heyond the developed plartning picture. 
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Comprehensive dispersed recreation planning is needed. Little emphasis has been given to 
dispersed area management largely because of the develorod site maintenance and management 
work load and constrai ned funding levels. Due to developed site fee increases, full facilities, and 
new non-traditiona l dispersed uses. many traditional developed site users have been displaced 
into dispersed areas. This trend shou ld continue to increase in the future. Winter recreation is 
increasing at an estimatec 30 percent per year. There is an opportunity for planning to meet th is 
demand . Conflicting social values are also starting to emerge. suggesting there is a need to 
separate certai n uses (e.g .. snowmobiling and cross-country skiing) into different areas. Current 
travel management direction is not adequate : a stronger connection between ' e Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) and the travel plan is needed . The current Forest Plan has only 
limited data on desired future conditions. which results in difficulty making decisions regarding 
uses and activities apprupriate to various areas. Current di rection in the Plan does not facilitate 
the resolution of potential conflicts. existing con fli cts. or any allocation and use determination 
Issues. 
The Forost Plan refers to ROS by locations and acreages. but includes no maps. ROS is a good 
management tool that can be used to deal with a variety of recreation issues. There was a 
su pplement to the Forest Plan ent it led VislIal Resollrce Management Implementation Plan for the 
C;nra 'vational Forest. which made a link between the existing visual condition inventory and 
the ROS inventory. but it was never officially made part of the Plan. nor was the inventory 
extenSIvely implemented . The Forest has older ROS maps available but the exact date of their 
creation fS uncertain. These maps have not been extensively updated and do not accurately 
reflect the ground conditions. \'lhen the Strawberry Management Area Analysis was done. ROS 
data was provided . This data. however. is no longer current. ROS data needs to be reviewed 
and updated . 
No new outtiucr and guide permits were issued afier I ~3 pending a feasibility determination 
that would estah llsh resource capacIty for such permits. Currently there are high levels of 
multiple uses competing for limited reso urces. There is more demand for permits than resources 
allow. makmg it difticult to "ddress requests on a case-by-case basis. The Forest has turned 
down rlcent requests for outfiuer and guide operations because tl,e allocation process has not 
been detined. and c"pacity determinations have not been made. 
Law cntorcement ne eds arc outpacing the "gency' s ability to respond . Increased fOlest use si nce 
1984 has generated a corresponding increase In law enforcement needs. Urban influences have 
causcJ an Increase In vandahsm. which lhen tncrca~~s maintenance and prevention efforts. 
I)e\elopments hO\e occurred that h.-e significantly affected recreation use. The Highway 3S 
project (according to the EIS) IS expected :0 Increase recreation u~" in the area about 800 
percent. lurrent direction In the Pl an IS Inadequate to address this and many other emerging 
fssues. In 1984. there was not the Intense growth. development. and change occurring in and 
ar()und the Forest. ThIS change needs to be evaluated both internally and externally. Updated 
Plan direction on deSIred future conditions. standards and guidennes. and goals and objectives 
would faCI litate thi s evaluatf0n process. 
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I RECREATION (DEVELOPED) 
Developed recreation use has increased more than anticipated in the Forest Plan. This is due to 
an increasing population and additional facilities constructed or acquired since 1984. 
The AMS developed for the 1984 Forest Plan estimated and projected developed recreation 
demand as shown in the following table. 
Table 3-28. Projected Developed RVD. 
I Year IlecreadoII V ..... Daya (RVDt) 
I 1979 690000 
I 1990 1007000 
! 2000 1305000 
I 2030 21 12000 
Supply analysis indicated that the Forest could only produce 1,164,000 RVDs per year, based on 
a capacity of9,439 People At One Time (PAOT). Developed sites also include organizativnal 
camps, resons, and summer home developments. Construction of facilities was not 
accomplished", proposed and peak weekend demand in most facilities has exceeded supply. 
Since 1984,30 additional sites have been completed or acquired. The current capacity of the 
Forest is 28,475 PAOTs, for a yearly capacity of 3,155,600 RVDs. 
Accessibility surveys fo r most of the developed recreation sites have been completed. 
Implementation plans need to be written and carried out over time. All site development 
proposals and site improvement plans are checked for compliance with the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA). General progress toward site accessibility needs to be monitored every 
three year.;; this is currently behind schedule. As si tes are constructed or reconstructed, 
accessibility continues to be an imponant consideration. 
Little emphasiS has been given to developed si te comprehensive planning and management, 
largely due to large maintenance workloads and constrained funding levels. The increase in 
developed site fees and full facilities have, in the last few years, pushed some traditional 
developed site users int 1ispersed site use. These increases in cost and use are projected to 
continue in the rJture. 
Reservoir management planning is needed . The Forest Plan contains goals and objectives 
relallng to reservoir management, yet does not adequately address such things as floating rest 
rooms, boat camping, parking, or day usc needs. 
Law enforcement effons are nO! keeping pace with increasing urban influences. Cooperation 
wI:h local law enforcement agencies has helped, but the combined effon is sti ll insufficient. 
Forest Service presence has been significantly reduced as campgrounds and day use areas are 
now managed by concessionaire operations. The number of Forest Protection Officers has 
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decl cased in the last 10 years, limiting the number and type of activities in which they can be 
involl'ed . 
The Forest Service has been working tile last few year.; to develop a new inventory and cost 
estimating tool for recreation called Meaningfol Measures. This process blends both quantitabve 
and qualitative aspects and will be more useful in budgeting and monitoring than were the old 
measures. I f this new approach is not used to fund recreation programs based on consistent 
workload analysis and costs, budgets will continue to use formulas that allocate funds based on 
capacity rather than need (specifically, the need for maintenance and replacement of facilities) . 
The Plan identified an initial period from 1980-90 when developed sites normally closed to horse 
use may be opened during hunting seasons. However, the Plan provided no direction for horse 
use in developed si tes fo llowing that period. Damage to facilities indicates that this practice 
should be eliminated or faci li ties should be developed speci ficall y for this use. 
The abili ty to provide developed PAOT capacity will likely remain static, with emphasis on the 
reconstruction of existing faci lities. Emphasis will be focused on managing existing facilities to 
increase uti li zation. This management of developed facilities will create increased dispersed use. 
Finally, the current trav~1 management direction is not adequate to meet the associated developed 
recreation needs. 
TRAILS 
There are approximately 667 miles of system trai ls currently on the Forest, with 473 ofthese 
miles meeting appropn ate maintenance level standards. Each year about 15 miles of trail are 
constructe<"reconstructed and 260 miles are maintained to standard. There are 41 trail heads of 
varied size and amenities, and 91 I miles of road where high clearance vehicles are required or 
advised. including 389 miles of road open to non-street legal Off-Highway Vehicles (OHVsl. 
Much of the trail maintenance is performe-:! by private organizations and individuals. Volunteer 
labor accounts for about 60 percent of the yearly maintenance. Currently about five miles of trai l 
are under Adopt-a-trail agreements. With the present trail system and related suppon faci lities. 
use levels are often high enough that negative impacts are occurring to other resou:ces. A large 
backlog of work exists and trails are often in poor locations. 
Rights-of-Way acquisitions typically come about by opponunity rather than through a formal 
scheduling process. An Acquisition Plan was completed in 1987 (updated in 1989) which 
showed the need of about 793 miles of Rights-of.·Way acquisitions. Presently, about 59.5 miles 
have been acquired . 
There is inc reasing OHV use on non-designated primiti ve roads. The Forest should consider 
designating a reasona~le OHV rransponation system where appropriate tn accommodate these 
established uses 
Winter recreation continues to grow and expand. There are 119 miles of groomed snowmobile 
trai l alld nine trai l heads. Construction of trail heads and most of the trail grooming has been 
raniall y funded by Utah State Parks and Recreation. Daniels Summit Lodge grooms a few miles 
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of trail on the Forest. The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) and the Forest Service 
plow the parking lots. There are II miles of marked. but not groomed. cross-country ski trails. 
Four trail heads are currently being planned that will be constructed with Olympic funding. 
Comprehensive trail planning is needed. recognizing that demand will not always be met. At 
present there are various conflicts between users. but thcre IS no apparent need to change use 
designations. The :argest problem seems to be the lack of consistent travel management 
direction and ROS designations. Trail systems need to be planned to accommodote allowed 
types of uses and provide good loop opportunities. A resource and compatibi li ty check is needed 
to see if there are uses on trails that don' t support them. Many trails have evolved without 
considering suitability and priority of uses. Difficulty le\els for the types of use are not 
identified by signing or maps. The presence of mixed uses needs to be understood. In some 
limited si tuations. the provision of quality versus quantity should be examined before the 
appropriate mix of uses is determined . 
TRANSPORT A nON FACn..ITlES: ROADS 
The Forest Plan identified the need for improvement of access to and through the Forest in the 
1981 Transportation Study Report. which was referenced in the Forest Plan. This report was 
amended in 1990 by the Arterial Travel Route (A TR) FEIS. which was initiated in response to 
the growmg demand for recreation use opportuni ties on the Forest. The decision resulting from 
the FEIS provided for construction of 64.5 miles of arterial roadway on the Forest as identified in 
the 1990 A TR. Since 1985. the Forest has completed various construction and reconstruction 
projects improving access across National Forest System lands. 
Roads are a vital component of 11tal reSOuIce management. The transportation system needs to 
be to developed. operated, and maintained to provide safe and efficient access for 
iMplementallon of the Forest Plan. Roads are an investment that require continued maintenance. 
There are presently 1.3 70 miles of Forest Development Roads (FOR) that are inventoried on the 
Lmta. There are 421 miles of maintenance levels 3. 4. and 5 roads; 911 miles of maintenance 
level 2: and 38 mile~ of maintenance level 1.8 There are approximately 140 miles of asphalt 
surfaced roads. 
Accordmg to a Region 4 Pavement Management Survey (PMS). asphalt or surface seal coat 
road. on the Umta were at an average Survey Pavement Condition Index (PC I) of 77 percent. 
Road. WIth a 70 percent PCI are considered in need of "rreventative Maintenance." A Fog Seal 
or a ChIp Seal for each road will bring the surface up to a PCI of90 to 95 percent and 
conSIderably extend the road life. 
The Umta :-Iallonal Forest has 25 road bridges that are inspected according to guidelines 
e.tabhshed by the Federal Highway Administration. Th majority of these bridges have an 
expected hfe span of approximately 50 years. Due to age and. in some cases. inadequate 
mamtenance. 14 of the :S bridges have less than 10 years left before replacement is necessaty. 
and .even of those 14 bndges have less than five years of design life left. Of the seven bridges 
HSee glouary for definluonJ o f mamtenance IcvclJ ' ·5. 
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WIth less than five years of design life left. one has been closed due to loss of structural integrity 
and three others are in critical condition. 
In 1986 the Forest eliminated its full time Operallon and Maintenance (0 & M) crew. Since that 
time. the operation and maintenance of roads has been performed through agreements with local 
count ies. other national fores t 0 & M crews. contracts. and cooperation with other pri vate and 
government agencies. When the Uinta's 0 & M crew was eliminated. the Forest changed the 
strategy for accom plishing maintenance. It was decided at that time to move away from grading 
native surface roads and move towards armoring and draining the facilities to reduce short term 
and long-term maintenance costs . 
In 1997 the Forest maintai ned roads through the following arrangements : 170 miles of roads by 
a force account crew or by the Forest Road Program (F RP); 242 .3 mtles through county 
agreements (Schedule'A' with Utah. Juab. Tooele. and Wasatch counties): and 3 miles of road 
by timber sales. Levels of maintenance vary from minimal activities intended to protect the road 
Investment. maximum acti \'ities intended 10 provide comfort and convenience oftrave!. and high 
speed uninterrupted traffic !low conditions. This represents a normal annual maintenance 
accomplishment. 
L:inta :-':ational Forest System lands are closed to vehicle use unless designated open. with the 
exception of game retrieval during hunting season. Non-compliance is occurring across the more 
accessible areas of the Forest. creating "ghost roads" and causing resource danlage. The 1994 
. ~IOl\i,oril\g Repor, states that "[ rJetrieval of game during hunting season is causing resource 
damage in many cases. " It was also noted that ofT-road vehicle lise has increased dramatically. 
\4onltonng was suggested to quantify the impacts and need for enforcement and travel 
management criteria. No formal surveys have been implemented 10 show the damage or the 
effects of the increased use ofOHVs. There is a need to reevaluate this exception in light of the 
resource damage that is occurring. 
A sIgn plan was completed In 1984. but none have been completed since. In 1988 the Traw' 
Plan reqUired that all tra\el routes be SIgned by 1998. ThiS was to be achIeved on all 
maIntenance le\'el .1. 4. and 5 roads. Th,s has not been completed due to funding limtlatlons and 
other more pressing pnollties. Implementll1g a sign plan is important for pubhc safety 
An Imponant aspect of transpon3ucn system management IS oblIterating unneeded roads. Th~ 
deCISIon to obliterate a road IS made through the transportation plannll1g process. From 1988-1)3 
the Forest av~rag<'tl approXImately 35 miles per year of non-system mile road obliterat",n. 
These etlorts "ere based on the L' lI1ta :-Iatlonal Forest document prepared III 1988. "Wah'rshed. 
Road Stahlh/alloll . and Clo<ure Plan." SlI1cr 1993 the Forest has accomphshed fewer 
10\ cntoncd miles ()f CI()SUTCS Of obliterations: therefore. It may be necessary to reln\ cnlor. 
;;;ystcm and nun-sy:-.tem roads for a dosun: or oollteratlon program. ~ 
A RIght-of-Way (ROW) acqul silt on pl an completed In 1987 Identified a need for 19 miles of 
ROW lI1\olvll1& 12 cases An updated ROW plan prepared in 1989 ,denlltied 60.8 miles 11147 
cases. not II1dudlllg the IS .S miles acqUIred III 1987 Access to NatIOnal Forest Svstemlands IS 
bCIll!; tCl)pardl/ed due to continued de\ elopme.tll\ln~g the Wasatch Front and hm-tle'd fUlldlllg 
for pursuing ROW •. rhe li lllta Nallonal Forest h3s lost se\ era I opportunllles to ensure acce', to 
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portions of National Forest System lands. Right-of-Way planning is needed to maintain future 
public access. 
There is a critical need for comprehensive access and !ravel management planning to facilitate 
implementation of the Forest Plan. 
I ROADLESS 
The 1984 FEIS identified 461.282 acres of roadless areas on the Uinta National Forest. The 
areas in the 1984 RARE II Area Review (Supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and Proposed Management Plan for the Uinta Notional Forest) were remeasured 
using GIS and improved maps. unavailable in 1984. This new technology was used to update the 
1984 roadless area invelltory to approximately 463.156 acres. or about 52 percent of the Uinta 
ational Forest. 
In 1999. the RARE II Area Review was updated in the Draft Inventory of Unroaded and 
Undew/oped Lands on the Uinta National Forest to reflect changes in roadless character due to 
management actions (e.g .. the 38.920 acres now part of Mount Timpanogos and Mount Nebo 
Wilderness Areas. property ownership changes. areas impacted by road construction or 
obliteration. and areas impacted by other developments). This resulted in minor changes 10 
many of the unroaded and undeveloped areas. The 1999 inventory used different criteria from 
the 1984 inventory. resulting in two areas identified in 1984 (but eliminated from the inventory at 
that time) now identified as meeting the criteria for unroaded and undeveloped areas. In 
addition. five new u"'"'laded and undeveloped areas were identified and added to the inventory 
based on these new criteria. The re'.ised areas identified during the 1999 inventory encompass 
approximately 528.015 acres of the Uinta National Forest. or about 58 percent of the National 
Forest System lands administered by the Uinta National Forest. Maps and data on all roadless 
areas on the Forest can be found in Appendix F. 
Forest ServIce Policy and the regulations implementing NFMA require roadless areas to be 
considered for Wllderness during the forest planning process. 
I Wll.DERNESS 
The t.:lnta ~auonal Forest has three designated wilderness areas : Lone Peak. Mount 
Tlmpanogos. and :II1ount :-lebo. Lone Peak Wilderness Area was established in 1978 under the 
Endangered Amencan WIlderness Act of 1978 and is 31.165 acres in size. The area is on two 
admIDlstratl\'e uruts--approxlmately 20.829 acres I • .• .naged by the Uinta National Forest and 
10.336 acres IS managed by the Wasatch-Cache National Forest. Mount Timpanogos Wilderness 
Area., estabhshed under the Utah Wilderness Act of 1984. encompasses 10.518 acres. Mount 
:'oiebo Wilderness Area was also establ ished under this Act, and encompasses 27.070 acres. All 
of the :II1ount Tlmpanogos 8!ld Mount Nebo Wilderness Areas are within the Uinta National 
Forest 
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In the Forest Plan. most of the wilderness management goals. objectives. and standards and 
guidelines are focused on recreation management. Few resources (aside from recreation. fire. 
and air) were addressed in an integrated approach. Issues that have emerged since the Forest 
Plan was prepared include wildness. solitude. biological diversity. water quality. and the role of 
tire and other natural processes. 
The Utah Fire Amendment Environmental Assessment (EA). currently in draft. will allow 
prescnbed ndlUral fires 10 all wilderness areas on the Forest. Once amended to the forest plans of 
all si, national forests in Utah. fire will once again be allowed to play its natural role in the eco-
system. Lightning and other natural ignitions would be allowed to bum when available fuels and 
other conditions would promote positive wilderness ecosystem regeneration. when there would 
be no halard to propeny and resources outside the forest boundary. and when state clean-air 
standards would be met. Management-ignited prescribed fire would also be allo",ed within 
wilderness areas to treat hazard fuel conditions when treatments outside of the wilderness 
boundari~s \\ ould not provide adequate hazard reduction . 
:Vlost o f the human use in all three wilderness areas occurs during late spring through fall. with 
,ner 90 percent of use along trail conidors. Technical rock and sport climbing have significantly 
tncreased in Lone Peak 10 the last five years. In Mount Timpanogos. day users comprise over 95 
percent of all "isi tors to the area. In Lone Peak and Mount Nebo. ther: is some limited overnight 
use. LImited \\ inter tecreation use in av 1ilable in all three areas. Total use averages about 
132.000 R\'O< per year. 
Smcr the Forest Plan was prepared. the Forest Sen'ice has embraced LAC. Utilizing a 
collaboratl\' e planning approach. the LAC process subzones wilderness areas into three classes: 
pnstme. pnmitiw. and transition . The LAC process also defines what biological. social. and 
phYSIcal conditions are acceptable within each of the three opponunity classes. This is used in 
heu of usmg numbers of persons present to define capacity . On the Uinta National Forest. 
dlflerent Ie, cis of LAC work have taken plac( within the three wilderness areas. On Mount 
'\rho. Issues ha"c been Identified. potential opportunity classes have been defined. and inventory 
(If C:' I ~ l1ng rt.:Sllun.:cs and SllC131 conditions ha\ e been completed . On Mount Timpanogos and 
Lone Peak. l'nly ml entones have been completed. This work needs to be complet<-d and 
m":l.lrpOT:1IcJ mill LAC 
The I'1S4 L' tah \\ tldemess ,\ ct 'l1ade pr'" ISlOns to honor graztng permits in e,istence pnor to 
the c.ks".!n~ItHln or J \\ l1dc.'mC's~ area. Then: are no active allotments within Lone Peak or Mount 
rlillpan~glls. j:,ut there arc portluns oft\\ o actl \C allotments within M ount Nebo. One of these 
Jlhltmc:nts I=-' fnr ~~ttlc..· Jnd onc IS for blHh cattk and sheep. 
\\'lldcme-.s IS fn:qucntl} \ alw.--d tor I1S large expanses or rei atl \ ely undlsturoed \\ Ildhfe habitat. 
rhl..' l ' lnt,) \\ t1dl.'mcs:-o Meas Ph}\ ldl..' habitat for a \ ancty uf wIldlife inclUding ~omc senslti\ c 
SPCI.:1C,," On \hlunt :\cho then.' IS contimlcd goshawk 3ctl\·ity. Habitat for goshawks exists on 
hllth \h'unt Tlinpanng\ls <md Lone P!.!a"'. but ther!.! arc currently no kno\\ populattons. There arc 
nt) \Hher "'ntl\\ n TES \\ Ildllf~ ur tish In .lny of the L'lnt" Wilderness areas, though habttat eXist for 
numcmu:-. "'PC(,ll.S. SPC(,ICS ptlpuldllons ha\ e Tl\.lt bl.'cn dctcnTIlnt.-o duc 10 a lack of survey data 
A ("ITTcnt wlidhtt: and tish ISSUC dlrc~tl y pertlllent to Wilderness IS thl' ~oordlna tion and 
management l,ftransrlanted \\ tldllfe specIes in these areas. Each of the three areas IS aflected by 
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the UDWR's transplant program. Since the development of the Forest Plan, the Rocky Mountain 
Goat issue has remained in the fore front. The Forest Plan contains little management direction 
regarding reintroductions and transplants. 
An EA examining the Predator Control Program on the Uinta National Forest for federal and 
state animal and damage control programs, and the resulting Decision Notice and Finding of No 
Significant Impact, directs that predator control in wilderness areas will not be approved t'xcept 
in emergencies. Permission to pursue an offending animal within a wilderness boundary might 
be granted if the offending animal retreats into the wilderness area but returns to molest 
livestock. and the Regional Forester determines that circumstances warrant the action. This 
direction should be incorporated into the Forest Plan revision. 
Air quality in Class II aiTSheds along the Wasatch Front (particularly in Utah County) is among 
the lowest within the Intermountain West. Two monitoring sites for the national Interagency 
Monitoring of Protected Visual Environments (IMPROVE) program have been established for 
wilderness areas, one in coordination with Timpanogos Cave National Monument and the other 
with Snowbird Ski Area. Preliminary baseline data for several aspects of the air resources 
(including visibility, content, effects to plant health, and diversity) are being collected. 
There are no private land inholdings (surface ownership) within any of the three wilderness 
areas. There are, however. numerous special use pennits in the three areas for water 
transmis ion lines. municipal water sources, and one dam. There is also a weather monitoring 
tation un Mount Nebo under pennit. one active outfitter and guide pennit on Mount 
Timpanogos. and one USGS triangulation station on Mount Timpanogos. Some seemingly 
incompatible. but nonetheless valid. uses occur with 'n all three of the Uinta's wilderness areas. 
~aintenance activities require mechanized entries. a d a gypsum mine is slated for development 
on privately-owned minerals within the Mount Nebo Wilderness Area. Possible boundary 
adjustments hould be con idered to eliminate non-compatible uses. 
The popula ion along the Wasatch Front, particularly in Utah and Juab Counties, is rapidly 
expanding. With this growth comes the potential for municipalities to propose developing 
facilities along the Front. The implication that an existing water right may be the ba is for an 
"existing facility" is also possible. Municipalities could also propose entry into wilderness areas 
for maintenance of existing facilities . The current FCiest Plan provides little direction specific to 
these activities. 
There are at least four en itive plant pecies found In all three wi erness areas. The absence of 
me lichen peeie indicate negative impacts of air quali to the ' egetative composition of 
these areas. 'Joxiou weeds exist within each area, and will continue to expand across National 
Forest Sy tem land . Limited noxious weed control ; being implemented outside of and within 
wlldernes areas. 
A slgnifi .. ant is ue related to wilderness is motorized encroachment. Other law enforcement 
problem include illegal (.ampfires on Mount Timpanogos and in the Silver Lake Basin. group 
Ize ,,;olation , and trail cutting. 
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Research Natural Areas (RNAs) are lands within the National Forest System that are 
permanently protected as places to conduct research and monitoring, to maintain biological 
diversity, and to foster education. Since the Forest Plan was developed, one RNA has been 
established: the JwnpoffRNA in the upper Currant Creek drainage, Heber Ranger District The 
establishment record was completed in 1987 and the RNA designated by Forest Service ChiefR. 
Max Peterson on July 18, 1988. The RNA includes 290 acres ofunroadcd land. No records can 
be foUDd to confum that the Forest Plan was amended to include JwnpoffRNA. 
The Uinta National Forest has identified three broad areas to consider as potential RNAs: Upper 
Mount Nebo, Upper American Fork Canyon, and Upper Stewart's Creek. The Forest's RNA 
files do not contain any docwnentation as to how these three areas were identified or what their 
intended boundaries or purposes were. These three areas do include some of the more pristine 
portions of the Uinta National Forest, and were therefore dropped from the region's study liBt 
I SC&NE1tY . 
As Forest Service policy, the 1974 Visual Management System (VMS) is to be replac.ed with the 
1995 Scenery Management System (SMS). The visua1 resource is to be inventoried and 
evaluated as an integrated part of evaluating alternatives in the forest planning process, 
addressing both the landscape's visua1 attradivcness and the public's visua1 expectation. Using 
SMS, management prescriptions for definitive land areas of the forest sba1l include visua1 quality 
objectives. 
The Forest Plan introduction states that "the Form Plan is developed to implement Alternative 0 
as identified in the fina1 EIS." The acreage shown in Alternative 0 is the current management 
situation. With this as the premise, the Forest Visual Quality Objective (VQO) aaeaaes are 
distributed in the FEIS according to the following table. 
Table 3-19. Visaal Quality Objective Acreapi 
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The differences shown in Table 3-29 between "Preservation" and "Rctcnlion" are bued on the 
inclusion of the Mount Nebo and Mount Timpanogos Roadleas Areas into "Preservation." 
Affected environment "Preservation acres" are the total of the Lone Peak Wildemaa and Mount 
Timpanogos Scenic Area acreage. 
After the implementation of the Forest Plan, a Visual Resource MatllJgemenlimplemetlflUion 
Plan/or the Uinta National Forest was composed as a supplement to the Forest Plan. This 
invet,'-tory of VQOs and the comparative layer of the Visual Absorption Capability (V AC) 
proVIded a basiS of reference that has been used in a nwnber of proposed forest aaivitiea, despite 
the fact that neither docwnent was an amendment to the Forest Plan. 
In order to estimate environmental effecta of land management activity implementation, it is 
necessary to compare the desired future visua1 condition against the existina visua1 situation. 
The Implementation Plan suggests using the Existing Visual Condition (EVC) as a bueIinc 
comparison and historic reference to compare to the DFC. In SMS this baseline is referred to as 
"existing scenic integrity." This process will identify areas where visua1 resource enl!an=nent 
or rehabilitation activities may be cJe.irable. 
The approval of the Strawberry Valley Management Area Amendment to the Forest Plan in 
August 1990 was the first instance ofmappecl VQO being included into the Plan.9 Since that 
time, the Strawberry Valley management area has been managed by the VQOs foUDd in Forest 
Plan Chapter IV-40. 
In the 1984 Uinta Forest Plan, rivers and related riparian resource values are treated in 
management area resource discussions, but not in consideration of the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act of 1968. Regulations implementing this Act require national forests to consider the 
eligibility of rivers for the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System (NWSRS) when preparing or 
revising land management plans. 
In early 1997 the Uinta National Forest, in consultation with other federal agencies, UDdertook an 
inventory to satisfy the provisions of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. The interdisciplinary team 
responsible for the study used several criteria to develop an initia1list of rivers for the inventory. 
In general these criteria were: listing on the National Rivers inventory developed by the National 
Park Service; a listing by American Rivers, an advocacy organization for river protection; 
presence of a threatened or endangered species; presence of a National Scenic Byway; preICIlCC 
of sites eligible for the National Register of Historic Places; presence of a National ~on or 
Historic Trail;. ~ce of a designated geologic area; appearance as perennia1 on a 1:250,000 
scale map; or idenbfication by any group, government, individual, or interdisciplinary team 
member. 
Applying these criteria on the Uinta resulted in the identification of 85 rivers divided into 96 
river segments. For each segment, the interdisciplinary team judged the possibility that the rivers 
'>ibO SlnIwbeny Valley lando We!< ocquired in 1988; rho IIIIlaIdmem inooIponIjna tbem UDder rho dirocacD ofrho 
Forest Plan wu IP\1I'Oved in 1990. 
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might have at least one outstandingly remarkable value using cri teria developed by a statewide 
team. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act provided most of the value categories: Cultural, 
Historical, Ecological, Wildlife, Fisheries, Recreation, Whitewater Recreation, 
GeologicallHydrological, and Scenic. 
The interdisciplinary team detennined that 17 of the 96 segments might have at least one 
outstandingly remarkable value and decided these 17 wammted fw1her analysis. '£he remainder 
were eliminated from further consideration for eligibility. Of these 17, four emerged as having 
at least one outstandingly remarkable value, making them eligible for NWSRS. These four 
eligible rivers, their lengths, and preliminary value classifICations are: 
• South Forie, Amerjcan Forie; a segment 1.0 mile long; classified as Scenic and Recreation. 
• North Forie, Provo River; a segment 1.1 miles long; classified as Scenic. 
• Little Provo Deer Creek; a segment 2.6 miles long; classified as GeologicallHydrological 
and Ecological. 
• Fifth Water Creek; the entire creek, 7.8 miles long; classified as Recreation. 
Although eligibility has been detennined, suitability worle has not been completed. 
Communications with Ihe State of Utah Office of Planning and Budget indicate that the state 
prefers suitability worle to be finished as soon as possible so eligible rivers do not remain in an 
interim protection situation indefinitely. In the meantime, Forest Plan direction for interim 
management is necessary to protect eligible streams from degradation. Maps of each of these 
segments can be found in Appendix G. 
I < HUMAN RESOURCES" .,. .i ~ 
From 1992-97, the Uinta National Forest averaged approximately 75 pennanent, full-time 
employees, wi th the remainder of the worlcforce made up of temporary employees. 
The Iotennountain Region established the Uinta's Full Time Equivalent (FI'E) ceiling at 114 in 
1997. The Forest's staffing has varied each year depending on funding, projects, flrC suppres-
sion activities, emphasis items, and the size of volunteer and hosted programs. Actual FI'Es 
have stayed well below 114, except in 1994, when all national forests were allowed to exceed 
their FI'E ceilings in order to meet the critical, extended flrC season. The FI'E level has ranged 
from a low of 90 in 1988 to a high of 11 6 in 1993 (when the FI'E ceiling was 118), averaging 
108 FI'Es.1O 
The Uinta consistently leads Ihe region and the nation in its volunteer program. From 1992-97, 
!he Forest averaged 8,000 volunteers per year, accomplishing an average of $1.5 million of worle 
per year. 
The worlcforce is also supplemented by Senior Community Service Employment Program (SC-
SEP) enrollees. Over the past five years, the Uinta has hosted an average of 30 enrollees each 
year. This equates to 15 person years and a value of $300,000 per year. 
Il>lbO 1994 I'lC wu .""Iuded rrom Ibis avera",. 
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A major source of non-appropriated funding for Forest Service sponsored projects is from grants 
and partnerships with state, federal, and private organizations. Over the last 10 years, the value 
of projects accomplished in this manner has averaged approximately 5500,000 per year. 
It appears unlikely that the Uinta will ever achieve the funding or staffing levels originally envi-
sioned in the 1984 Forest Plan. Therefore, the worlcforce will continue to be shared whenever 
possible across organizational boundaries. Because of the local service-oriented culture, large 
population, and the Uinta National Forest's emphasis and commitment to promoting 
volunteerism, it is anticipated that this level of accomplishment will continue. As long as the 
Forest Service is authorized as a host agency, the Uinta will continue to utilize the SCSEP 
program. The Forest must continue and increase coordination and cooperation with local gover-
nments, while also pursuing grant and partnership opportunities with federal, state, and private 
organizations. 
I TIMBER SUPPLY AND DEMAND 
Sawtimber Supply And DelDlDd 
Since the 1984 Forest Plan was completed, most sawtimber has been harvested in the spruce/fir 
and aspen types on the Heber Ranger District. Beginning in 1993, the sawtimber program 
expanded to the Spanish Forie Ranger District to address insect and disease problems. Several 
sales have been or are being offered in the white fir and Douglas-fir types on the Spanish Forie 
Ranger District. Ponderosa pine planted in the 1910s also experienced insect and disease 
problems and one sale was sold on Mount Nebo with a second under consideration. Supplies 
have averaged between 4 and 5 MMBF annually since the late 1980s. This has included an 
average annual harvest of 1.4 MMBF of green sawtimber counted toward the ASQ with the 
remainder being salvage of insect killed or damaged material and associated improvement 
cutting. The 1984 Forest Plan set the sawtimber ASQ at 1.9 MMBF. 
Marlcet conditions for sawtimber have not changed substantially since 1984. The primary 
purchasers of Uinta National Forest sawtimber continue to be small, family operated mills in the 
immediate area. To date, no sales have been sold to non-local or "large" industries. However, a 
bid has been received and it can be anticipated that larger industries will continue to have some 
interest in Uinta sawtimber. Mill capacity for the four primary purchasers of Uinta National 
Forest sawtimber is between I and 5 MMBF/year each, totaling between 6 and 10 MMBF 
annually. Sawtimber demand was listed at 6 MMBF/year in the Forest Plan. 
Fuelwoocl Supply And DelDlDd 
Fuelwood supplies have been primarily provided on the Heber Ranger District through 
traditional collection of dead and down material and utilization of logging debris. Attempts in 
the mid-1980s to offer green oak and green pinyon/juniper met with little interest, and these 
programs were discontinued. Several offerings of green aspen on the Heber Ranger District 
were well-accepted by the public. The green as~ program has not been consistently offered 
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primarily due to Forest Service personnel, time, and NEPA constraints. Cumntly fuelwood 
supply is limited by access but is adequate to meet or slightly exceed demand. Supplies of 
fuelwood have been administratively limited on the Spanish Fork and Pleasant Grove Ranger 
Districts, with very limited volumes in restricted areas being offered on occasion. Supplies of 
fuelwood have not been restricted on the Heber Ranger District except by public demand. 
The 1984 Forest Plan severely overestimated fuelwood demand (9 MMBF). In reality, fuelwood 
demand has dropped substantially and is currently between 800 and 1,200 cords/year (0.4-0.6 
MMBF). This drop in fuelwood demand is likely attributable to several interrelated facton, one 
of which could be the imposition of burning restrictions in the Wasatch Front communities, the 
chief market for the Uinta National Forest fuelwood. 
Cbriltmg TrmlOther Procium 
Public demand for miscellaneous forest products has increased as the population of local 
communities has increased. Christmas tree permits are only issued on the Heber Ranger District. 
Annual supply of personal-use Christmas tree permits was reduced from 3000/year in 1992 to 
1500 permits in 1998. Demand, however, remains extremely high and permits are sold-out 
within an hour of going on sale. 
Aspen and subalpine fir transplants have been very popular with the public and the demand has 
increased as the local population has grown. 
There has been some demand from the public for post and pole materials from the Forest 
Limited amounts of desirable post and pole material (generally pine) is available on the Forest. 
Most requests are routinely referred to the Ashley and Wasatch-Cache National Forests where an 
abundance of these materials exist and are available to the public. 
The 1984 Forest Plan did not specifically address the sale of aspen and subalpine fir transplants. 
As popular as the program has become, it may be advisable to develop standards by which this 
activity will be permitted. 
I GRAZING SUPPLY AND DEMAJO) 
The lands most commonly associated with providing forage for domestic livestock grazing are 
grasslands and shrublands; however, forest lands (especially aspen on the Uinta National Forest) 
also support an understory of grasses, shrubs, and forbs. Although livestock grazing is an 
important use of rangelands, it is not the only use. Demand for the various values and uses of 
rangelands impacts the landbase and supply offorage available for livestock grazing. 
The Forest Plan noted that demand for grazing is a derived demand ultimately dependent on the 
demand for sheep and cattle products. The limiting factor on grazing is supply and, through a 
combination of investments, the potential supply could be increased to approximately 158,000 
AUMs. The Forest Plan further noted that supply of grazing beyond 154,000 AUMs, while it 
may be demanded, is not feasible. 
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The 1984 Forest Plan used the term "Market Area" in regards to livestock grazing but did not 
explicitly describe its geographic extent. All permittees grazing livestock on the Forest have 
base properties within Juab, Utah, Tooele, Sanpete, and Wasatch Counties. Therefore, this five-
county area is assumed to be the Uinta Market Area. 
Agriculture is a significant contributor to the economies of Utah and the five-county Uinta 
Market Area. In 1996, agriculture cash receipts were 59,700,000 in Juab County; 511,900,000 in 
Tooele County; 511,000,000 in Wasatch County; 5101 ,000,000 in Utah County; 581,000,000 in 
Sanpete County; and 5873,100,000 for the entire state of Utah. 
Production of cattle and calves dominates Utah agricultural receipts. In 1996, about 30.6 percent 
($267,000,000) of Utah farm receipts came from sales of cattle and sheep. Cattle production has 
generated about one third of all agricultural receipts for many years, while sheep production has 
been declining. Although production has been decreasing in Utah, the state remains one of the 
leaders in the production of sheep and lambs. However, this could easily change as profit 
margins for lamb production remain narrow and the potential for decreased production exists as 
some operators willlilcely leave the industry. Sheep production is becoming less important as a 
source of receipts nationally, regionally, and in the state. 
The retail world per capita meat consumption has steadily increased from 19~ . 1 pounds per 
person in 1980 to 214.9 pounds per person in 1998. Demand for meat in the U.S. is primarily a 
function of domestic demand. In 1997, about 6.75 percent of the total U.S. domestic red meat 
supply was exported while about 6.5 percent was imported. In 1995, the value of international 
livestock and livestock products from Utah was 5576,200, less than one percent of Utah 
livestock sale receipts for 1995. Although per capita meat consumption increased about 8 
percent between 1980 and 1998, the per capita consumption of beef and lamb/mutton declined 
while poultry and seafood nearly doubled. However, the population in both Utah and the nation 
has increased, offsetting the decrease in per capita consumption. This resulted in a small 
increase in demand for beef (about 6 percent between 1980 and 1998) and lamb/mutton (about 2 
percent between 1980 and 1998). 
Examining demand for forage presents some difficulties because less than 10 percent offorage 
consumed by livestock is leased or sold in an observable market. Pric..'S for forage from National 
Forest System and public lands (BLM) are set by federal laws. Nearly 78 percent offorage 
consumed by livestock in the U.S. is produced from pasture owned by the livestock enterprise 
and therefore is not priced in a forage market. U.S. Department of Agriculture data shows that 
grazing fees have increased from 57.05 in 1984 to 510.00/AUM in 1998. This overall increasing 
price trend suggests demand for forage for cattle grazing in Utah is increasing relative to the 
supply. 
Another indicator of demand for forage is the number of livestock. Demand for fonge for cattle 
in Utah, as indicated by numbers of cattle, remained fairly flat between 1970 and 1990. Since 
1992, cattle numbers have increased. This contrasts with numbers of sheep which declined 
sharply between 1970 and 1988 and which since have declined slightly. 
17 
3 - 80 
Demand for cattle forage on the Forest exceals supply. All open cattle allotments are currently 
being grazed. In addition, the Forest has received several requests from pennittees to convert 
their sheep allotments to cat1le allotments. Because of resource concerns, none of the sheep to 
cattle conversions requested in recent years have been approved. The Forest has also received 
several requeats to reopen the Strawberry lands to grazing. Because of resource concerns, these 
lands have not been reopened to grazing. These factors indicate a strong demand for cattle 
forage on the Forest. 
Demand for sheep allotments on the Forest is not as strong. Though most sheep allotments are 
being utilized, there are currently two sheep allotments that became vacant in 1998. No requests 
for grazing on these Ililotments have been received. Absent approval of a conversion, a pennittee 
has elected to not graze two sheep allotments in 1999. 
Another indicator of grazing demand is the amount of livestock grazing authorized. This 
indicator must be used with caution as the supply of grazing is limited, and factors other than 
demand may limit usage. Despite these limitations, authorized use trends on the Forest are not 
distinctly different than cattle and sheep trends observed for the state and nation. 
The availability ofland for grazing is influenced by the demand for other land uses, particularly 
cropland and urban development. Approximately 13,823,000 acres ofland in the U.S. were 
developed between 1982 and 1992. Of the 13,823,000 acres of land developed, 108,000 acres 
were in Utah. 
Lands enrolled under the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) cannot be commercially 
harvested or grazed by livestock. In 1984 when the Uinta Forest Plan was approved, no lands 
were reserved from grazing. However, by October 1999, about 31,261 ,000 acres in the U.S., 
including approximately 186,370 acres in Utah, will be enrolled in CRP. This includes 
approximately 20,3 19 acres in Juab County, 4,547 acres in Utah County, and 1,363 acres in 
Tooele County. Approximately 26,500 acres ofland that could provide forage for livestock in 
the Uinta Market Area are enrolled in CRP and are not available to ranchers as an alternative or 
supplemental supply offorage. 
U.S. Census of Agriculture data indicates the national supply ofland grazed declined about 7 
percent between 1982 and 1998. The amount of land available for grazing also declined within 
the Uinta Market Area. Conversely, the acreage for the state increased between 1992 and 1999. 
This was due to a change in the census definition of "farm," resulting in more land being 
considered "farm" in the 1997 census than in previous years. 
In the Forest Plan, the potential supply offorage for livestock was set at 150,000 AUMs. The 
planning records indicate that 597,438 acres on the Forest were suitable and open to grazing; 
239,093 acres were suitable but closed to grazing; and 485,438 acres of suitable lands were 
actually grazed. Since the 1984 Forest Plan was approved, the Forest's acreage has increased. 
About 31,335 acres of land around Strawberry Reservoir had been grazed for over 70 years prior 
to their transfer to the Foreat Service. Between 1980 and 1990, 2,322 to 3,780 cattle and 3,454 to 
7,386 sheep arutually grazec: these lands. Since 1990, grazing of domestic livestock on these 
lands has been suspended in response to resource concerns, representing a 31 ,335 acre decrease 
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in current supply of forage for grazing in the market area. In 1998, a bill was enacted which 
exchanged certain surface and mineral rights between the U.S. Government and the State of 
Utah. This state land exchange resulted in about 11,700 acres of land being transferred to the 
Uinta National Forest. These 11,700 acres included six allotments encompassing approximately 
10,400 acres of land. The exchange legislation provided for a continuation of existing pennitted 
uses. This resulted in lands being added to the Forest and a consequential increase in grazing 
supply. However, this constitutes a transfer rather than an overall increase in grazing supply for 
the market area. 
Another factor influencing the supply of forage for grazing available is the limitations applied to 
grazing, which have changed since the Forest Plan was developed. In 1992, the Forest 
completed a Rangeland Ecosystem Forest Plan amendment that defined management direction 
and restricted grazing more than the original Forest Plan. As a result, the supply offorage 
available for domestic livestock decreased. It is difficult to quantify the affect of this change on 
grazing supply other than by inference from the decline in the amount of pennitted grazing. 
Specific grazing capacity, and therefore, maximum supply potential on the Forest, is established 
through the allotment planning process on individual allotments. An eatirnate of the grazing 
supply on the Forest can be developed by summarizing the maximum pennitted capacities of the 
individual allotments. Doing this indicates the current estimated supply of forage for grazing on 
the Forest is about 106,000 AUMs. This does not include grazing on the 11,700 acres acquired 
through the state land exchange. Comparing the 106,000 AUMs to the 150,000 AUM capacity 
projected in the Forest Plan clearly indicates the supply of grazing has declined since the Forest 
Plan was approved. 
New and existing technology for rangeland management is expected to increase productivity of 
the nation's rangelands. Productivity of rangeland was projected to increase 0.7 percent per year 
between 1987 and 2040. By 2040, forage production per acre is expected to have increased 47 
percent over 1985 levels . The combined effect of an increase in productivity and in rangeland 
acreage is a 52 percent increase in forage supplies by 2040. 
Conclusions 
Demand for forage for cattle on the Forest currently exceeds supply. The declining supply of 
lands available for grazing in Utah and within the market area, coupled with a slowly increasing 
demand for forage for cattle, will continue to result in a situation where demand exceals supply. 
This situation could be exacerbated by any additional closures or restrictions on grazing 
implemented on public lands. 
Current demand for forage for sheep is approximately at or somewhat less than the supply of 
forage. This is particularly true along the Wasatch Front. Locally, statewide, and nationally the 
sheep industry is declining. This is expected to result in a situation where the potential supply of 
forage available for sheep grazing on the Forest will meet, and possibly in the future, exceed 
demand. If additional closures or restrictions on grazing on public lands occur, then this 
situation could change and the supply of forage may not be sufficient to meet demand. 
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The rapidly growing travel and tourism industry in Utah is becoming vital to !he economic well-
being of the state. Recreation, travel, and tourism employment was 7.5 percent of the total 
employment in the state in 1981, and has increased to an estimated 9.3 percent in 1995. Today, 
travel is a 53.8 billion industry. Utah is among the fastest growing states in the nation, both in 
population and economy. Projected population growth over the next 30 years is 2.1 percent per 
year. Total recreation use reported ir RIM for 1996 was 4,623,000 RVDs, with about 1,660,000 
of this use being developed recreation. Current annual capacity of recreation developments on 
the Forest is approximately 3,1 55,600 RVDs including campgrounds, picnic areas, boat ramps, 
organization camps and recreation residents. More dispersed recreation facilities such as trail 
heads, information sites and overlooks add an additionaIl,59l,400 RVDs. 
According to the Forest Plan, dispersed recreation capacity in 1984 was 3,070,000 RVDs. It 
appears dispersed recreation was determined to include all forms of recreation except viewing 
wildlife, recreating in wilderness, and use of developed campgrounds, picnic areas, and 
recreation residences. 
There are approximately 120 lakes one acre or larger in size (about 30 exceed five acres in size) 
on the Uinta National Forest These lakes encompass approximately 17,800 acres. The Forest 
also manages about 1,429 miles of perennial streams. 
According to the Forest Plan, developed recreation sites in 1984 had a capacity of 9,439 PAOTs. 
This number does not include developed sites at Strawberry Reservoir. If these were included, 
the total capacity for camping, picnicking, and recreation residences would have been 15,833 
PAOTs. For all types of recreation developments (including boat ramps, trail heads, etc.), the 
1984 capacity was 22,096 PAOTs. Since 1984, the Strawberry lands were transferred to the 
Uinta National Forest, and developed sites have been reconstructed, closed, and/or developed. 
Current total capacity of recreation developments is shown in the following table. 
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Table 3-30. Recreation Development Capacity 
RecreadGa Fadllty 'oIFadlida . PAOT. 
Campgrounds 29 11,:52 
Picnic areas 9 2,229 
Fishinll: access 20 3,367 
Boat ramps 5 3,250 
Information/lnterpretive sites 14 2.335 
Orll:anization camps 3 1,140 
Commercial facilities 5 285 
Recreation residences 6 582 
Trail heads 66 2,576 
Snow parking 4 1,175 
Observation sites 12 384 
TOTAL 173 28,475 
Based on 1999lnftasb"IICture (INFRA) dala 
ROS provides a framework for stratifying and defining classes of outdoor recreation envi-
ronments. activities, and experience opportunities. In the FEIS for the 1984 Forest Plan, desired 
future acreages of ROS classes were summarized. However. neither the FEIS nor the Forest 
Plan specifically delineated what lands were allocated to specific ROS classes (except Lone Peak 
Wildemess Area and what are now the Mount Timpanogos and Mount Nebo Wilderness Areas). 
This is a task that needs to be accomplished. ROS allocations for the Strawberry lands were 
made through the 1990 Strawberry Valley Forest Plan Amendment 
Approximately 44 percent of camping use occurs in developed campgrounds. In general, most 
developed campsites are at or near capacity on holidays and holiday weekends. During the 
week, campgrounds average about 20 to 2S percent occupancy, and on non-holiday weekends 
developed campgrounds are typicaUy about 70 to 90 percent full. Similarly, all dispersed 
campsites are generally occupied during holidays, holiday weekends, and deer season. During 
the week and on off-peak weekends, only the most preferred dispersed camping spots are usually 
occupied. The Forest's enforcment of the 14 and 16 day stay limits has affected use to a minor 
extent 
Since 1984, some dispersed areas (primarily in riparian areas) have been closed to deal with 
camping related resource issues. As the population grows and concerns about riparian area and 
water quality increases, more intensive management of dispersed use will be required. Main-
taining and providing for increased levels of dispersed use will likely require site hardening and 
some level of development on many heavily used sites. 
There are no downhill ski areas on the Uinta National Forest Snowbird Ski Area. on the 
Wasatch-Cache National Forest. is in the process of revising its Master Development Plan. The 
plan contains a proposal to expand onto private lands in Mineral Basin that lie within the Uinta 
National Forest. 
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Snowmobiling is an increasingly popular recreation pursuit. In 1984 the Forest had two 
snowmobile parking lots and about 25 miles of groomed snowmobile trail. Currently the state 
grooms about 119 miles of snowmobile trails with nine trail heads on the Forest specifically for 
snowmobiling. Daniels Summit Lodge also grooms a few miles of snowmobile trails to connect 
their lodge to the other groomed trail system. On weekends with good weather the snowmobile 
parking lots are usually full or overflowing; during week days, these parking lots are often at 30 
to 60 percent occupancy. Demand currently meets or exceeds capacity of existing parking lots 
with some areas such as Strawberry Valley severely exceeding capacity. The ability to remove 
snow to provide parking has been a limiting factor. 
Cross-country and backcountry skiing are popular activities on the Forest. There are ap-
proximately I I miles of designated, marked, and ungroomed cross-country ski trails, and five 
miles of designated, marked, and groomed cross-country ski trails on the Forest. Because winter 
parking and access are limited, many of these skiers share common parking areas and groomed 
trails with snowmobiles. The Forest recognizes conflicts between cross-country and 
backcountry skiers and snowmobilers. However, skiers are also dependent on groomed 
snowmobile trails and paths packed by snowmobiles for trails. The Forest is currently 
constructing four parking lots in the Strawberry Valley specifically for cross-country users, 
Heli-skiing is a very controversial recreational pursuit on National Forest System lands. 
Qualitative issues such as noise, effects on solitude in wilderness, and availability of untracked 
snow are some of the major issues. Demand on the Uinta National Forest appears less than at 
capacity at present. The Forest has received requests to expand this use onto prI'5eIItly 
unpermitted areas, which may result in conflicts. 
Snow play (e.g., sledding and tubing) is another popular winter recreation activity on the Uinta 
National Forest. Snow play is generally confined to areas immediately adjacent to maintained 
winter parking areas and areas open for winter camping. The Forest does not specifically 
designate or manage for this use. 
Wildlife viewing is a recreation pursuit growing in popularity. Wildlife viewing was not 
included in dispersed or developed recreation as providing for this use was not anticipated to 
require any additional budget. 
Most boating activity on the Forest occurs on Strawberry Reservoir. Most recreation boating, 
other than fishing, is provided on non-national forest waters such as Deer Creek Reservoir, 
10rdanelle Reservoir, and Utah Lake. Most small lakes on the Forest are managed as non-
motorized. 
Strawberry Reservoir, Currant Creek Reservoir, Payson Lakes, Tibbie Forie Reservoir, and the 
Provo River are the most heavily fished waters on the Uinta. Stream and/or river fishing are also 
very important on the Forest. During weekends and holidays, angler densities near access sites 
on these waters are fairly high, and parking areas are often full or near capacity. Fishing 
pressure is relatively light on streams in more remote areas. Generally, the quality of stream 
fisheries on the Forest has not changed since 1984. Overall, this could result in a slight 
improvement of the water's capability to support fish. Providing access to fishing will be 
incressingly important in the future. 
(0 ~ 
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Driving for pleasure and/or viewing scenery on the Forest in 1984 acoounted for approximately 
609,000 RVDs of~. B~ 1996, the estimated use on the Uinta had grown to about 1,002,000 
RVDs. Though this data IS not highly accurate, it is useful for indicating relative use and trends. 
In 1984, there ~~ I, I 8? miles of open system roads on the Forest, including 920 miles of roads 
classified as prumtive (high clearance). Today, there are 1,370 miles of open system roads on 
the Fo~t, about 911 .miles ~f which are classified as primitive. Since 1984, ownership of four-
wheel drive sport utihty vehicles and ATVs has increased dramntically. As a result, a greater 
~centage of the public is accessing and using roads classified as primitive than were in 1984. 
This has effectively increased the opportunities for driving for pleasure. 
There were no designated OHV parking lots or trails on the Uinta in 1984, though street legal 
OHVs were allowed to use forest roads. Currently, Phelps Brooks (with a capacity of30 
PAOTs) is the only designated OHVtraiJ head on the Forest. OHV opportunities are provided 
on 911 nules of system road where high clearance vehicles are advised; 389 miles of road open 
to non-street legal OHVs; and 341 miles of designated motorized trail on the Forest. Most Uinta 
OHV users either camp in dispersed sites nearer trail heads, or camp in developed sites and base 
their off-road driving out of those developed sites. Consequently, much of the OHV use is on 
forest roads and is not tied to the designated OHV trail head. Impacts of OHV use was identified 
as an is~ue ~hen the Fo~est. PI~ ",,:as developed, leading to the development of specific 
morutonng Items. Morutonng IOdicates OHV use continues to cause resource impacts across the 
Forest. There is an identified need to designate a transportation system of roads and trails 
including adequate trail heads, for non-street legal vehicle use. This transportation syst~ will 
primarily consist of existing roads and trails. 
Much of the non-motorized recreation on the Forest occurs along the forest traiJ system. On the 
UlOta National Forest, there are currently about 667 miles of trails, about 341 miles of which are 
open t~ both mo:orized and non-motorized recreation. Hikers, bikers, horseback riders, and 
OHV nders all share these trails, resulting in conflict between user groups. The remaining 326 
miles are open only t? non-mot0rizc:c! uses (horseback riding, mountain biking, and biking). 
ApproXimately 71 nules oftnul are 10 wilderness areas. The Forest is currently involved in the 
development of two trail systems expected to receive significant recreational use: the Bonneville 
Shoreline Trail and the Great Western Trail. Easements still need to be acquired for portions of 
these trails, and segments constructed and reconstructed. 
Since the Forest Plan was prepared in 1984, mountain biking has increased in popularity. There 
are currently no tratls on the Forest designated exclusively to mountain bikes; however 
mountain bikers may use most of the trails on the Forest except those in wilderness are:ss (about 
71 of the 667 miles of trails on the Uinta are in wilderness areas). 
I BENCHMARK ANALYSES .' 
Benchmarks used in forest planning are parameters that define the maximum and minimum 
amount of resource production that can be reasonably expected under the various management 
alternative.s. The NFMA regulations require that the benchmarks used to develop alternatives be 
displayed m the AMS. Benchmarlcs developed and analyzed in the 1984 AMS were reviewed 
and found to still be valid except as indicated in the following table. As additional analyses are 
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completed, further updates to these benchmark numbers may be made and included in the Final 
AMS. 
4 
Table 3-31. villta National Forest Ben~hmark Estimates 
MIIIIIIII I 0IdaIIt ~0IIIRt 
" 
---
U .. 1914F ... c ........ t 1914F_t CllmBt 
PIu Sltualloa PIu Shu .... 
Developed Recreation Visitor 400,000 2,788,000 4,234,000 4,234,000 
Reaeation l Days 
Dispened. Recreation Vilitor 1,05 1,000 2,800,000 3.070,000 3,200,000 
Rec:mttion2 DaY8 
Wilderness' Acres 21 ,166 58,398 482,282 586,413 
WildernessU .. Recreation Visitor 55,000 152,000 1,254,000 1,525,000 
Da .. 
Permitted Gnzing Animal Unit 123,000 102,000 154,0000 126,500 
Use 5 Months 
Live Sawtimber Thousand Board 1,000 coaifer 1,000 conifer 4,700 conifer 4,700 conifer 
Offet'ed6 Feet Oupen Oupen 3000upen 3000upen 
The F~I Plan ootes 1984 recmttion developmenta could ICGommodate 9,439 PAOT •. It is not clear which 
developments this iDclu~ but a review of the data suggests it includes campgrounds, picnic areas, and recreation 
residences. The Fo .... t Plan estimated RVD capacity uswning 120 dayslsouon, 2 RVDsIseuon-day, and 40 per-
cent occupancy. Estimated capacity in 1984 was 906,100 RVDo. The 1999 INFRA datIbue indicates existing 
campgrounds, picnic areas, recreation residences, organizational camps, and boat tamps can accommodate about 
18,500 PAOT, and have a capacity of about 3,155,600 RVDo (using twmlt operating season. two RVDIPAOT, and 
40 percent occupancy). Minimum capacity was estimated bued on sites not curmltly under special use permit (in-
cludin8 the concessionaire prognuu) and which could easily be closed. The 1984 AMS notes the Forest bas enough 
sites to satisfy the demand for each planning period. The maximum output is limited by budget and demand rather 
than ecological constrainta. Current estimated use is below capacity and. tben:fore, the Forest Planning Team 
judged the 1984 maximum benchmarks to be valid. 
Consis~t with the 1984 Forest Plan. these numbers do not include wildlife viewing or wilderness use. The 1984 
AMS assumed the minimum equalled use at that time. The estimate of current minimum was derived applying the 
same assumption but using 1996 use data. The 1984 maximum benchmad< equatea to appro_ly 3.82 
RVDsIoon-wildern ... acre. The estimate of twmlt maximum was derived by applying this to the curmlt nOD-
wilderness acresge. 
The 1984 minimum only included Lone Peak Wilderness; the maximum included Lone Peak Wilderness and Ianda 
coDiidered roadles. at that time. The ClII'mlt minimum includes all existing wildemeal; the muimum includea exiJ.. 
ting wilderness plus roadI ... ~ identified in the 1999 Draft InvmJory of U1II'oaded and Undevoloped Lands on 
th. Uinta Nolio",,1 Forest. Current minimum acres determined using existing forest GIS data. 
The Forest Plan minimum only renect use in Lone Peak Wilclemeu; the maximum includes Lone Peak Wilderness 
plus areas considet'ed roadI ... in 1984. The minimum and maximum for the current situation were .. timated by 
applying the same RVDlacre assumptions used in the 1984 Fo .... t Plan while usina the twmlt minimum and max-
imum wilderness acres. 
The Forest Plan considet'ed 123,000 AUMs the minimum Meded to susWn a viable livestock industry. Aullloriud 
use for 1999 i. anticipated to be about 102,000 AUM. . long-tenD reductions below that level would likely force 
some permittees out of busineas, tben:fore, this level was determined to be the twmlt minimum. 
Forest Plan data. The Forest Planning Team reviewed this dati and judged it to.ti11 be valid for the intended pur-
pooe. 
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CHAPTER 4 
PROPOSED FOREST 
PLAN REVISION TOPICS 
CHAP'ITR4 
PROPOSED FOREST PLAN REVISION TOPICS 
I INTRODUCTION 
This chapter describes Ibe Proposed Programmatic Action and Ibe topics identified as areas 
wbere changes may be needed that could be addressed in Ibe Forest Plan revision. Topics which 
will not be included in Ibe revision but will be addressed later as opportunities allow through 
Continuous Assessment and Planning (CAP) will also be addressed. 
1 THE FOREST PLAN MODEL- ' I 
Work has been ongoing in Ibe Northern and Intermountain Regions of Ibe Forest Service (USDA. 
FS. Northern and Intermountain Regions 1999) to refine the model of what a forest plan 
accomplisbes. The recent Committee of Scientists Recommendations (USDA. FS. 1999 SuslOining 
the People's lAnd) also provide insight into needs for change in the model. Today. with an empha-
sis on ecological sustainability and collaborative planning. we envision a Uinta Forest Plan thaI: 
• Provides clear Desired Future Condition (DFC) descriptions--a "visualization of the future 
landscape" 
• Reflects the principles of ecosystem management and sustainability 
• Builds proposed pathways from Ibe current state to the desired future 
• Preserves options for Ibe future 
• Shows how relevant policies and decisions tie together and relate to affectlbe management 
of this National Forest 
• Provides a framework within which future. more site-specifIC decisions can be made 
• Considers the broader geographic. political. economic. and social landscape and the special 
role the Forest contributes to sustainahility in that context 
Is built from collaborative relationships with others who have relevant information. 
knowledge. expertise. and interest 
• Is adaptable to new scientific understanding of natural and social systems as well as to 
changing societal conditions and values 
• Includes meaningful monitoring requirements for evaluation of outcomes including making 
changes as necessary 
Integrates budget realities 
Recognizes that some issues. like developing conservation strategies for wide-ranging spe-
cies. need to be addressed at a regional (multi-forest) scale. while olbers. such as developing 
travel management plans. need to be addressed on a smaller. landscape scale (an area within 
a forest) 
• Is the result of open public debate and clear disclosure of divergent interests and of difficult 
choices about what this National Forest will be and provide in the future 
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Fowl Plan; Updating the Model and Nuda lor CbaDgc 
Building a Plan with the char?.cteristics listed above will require some shifts from traditional 
thinking about content and design. The original forest plans allempted to make decisions for nearly 
every acre for a 10-15 year perind. while at the same tim" addressing every potential resource use. 
A great deal of time and energy were spent on modeling and analysis. while it was falsely assumed 
there would be little need for future analysis. Over time. conditions and our knowledge about them 
are continually changing. Scale-specific decisions made with Ibe lalest information should be based 
on current needs and issues. which are impossible to predict 10 years in advance for as large an area 
as a national forest Yet we also know that we cannot piecemeal long-term decisions about land uses 
due to the potential cumulative effects of individual actions and the need to address broad-scale is-
sues not represented in a typical site-specific analysis. Examples of this are the needs for habitat 
connectivity. and the desirability of particular vegetation pallerns across large landscapes over time. 
Conflicts about land use arise as social conditions and values change. therefore. to keep abreast of 
these issues. we need to be working continually with interested parties rather than once every 10 
years. 
Issues and decisions need to be addressed at their appropriate scales. The Forest Plan provides a 
broad framework of zoning decisions. and can be amended through future analyses tied to particular 
issues and timing needs. This framework must include more clear direction on what the desired fu-
ture is for the land (with goals and objectives to move toward it). Much less detail about the "hows" 
of managing the land will be included in the revision. This kind of guidance needs to be flexible and 
easily adaptable to new scientific knowledge; it is best addressed in guidebooks and strategies refer-
enced by the Forest Plan. Less emphasis will be placed on long lists of specific standards and 
guidelines. and more emphasis on those standards and guides that are essential to moving toward 
specific goals. 
The revision must establish a monitoring plan for measuring progress toward meeting goals. and 
identify the actions necessary to make later corrections. Whatever is planned must be within the 
capability of the land to sustain multiple uses over time. The revised Forest Plan will look different 
and be more adaptable than the Plan prepared 15 years ago. 
1 PROPOSED FOREST PLAN REVISION TOPICS 
The following revision topics are being considered for inclusion in the Forest Plan revision. Each 
need for change was placed into one of three categories: appropriate for inclusion in the revision; 
able to be postponed and I~ter addressed through the continuous assessment process; or not 
requiring attention. The following criteria were used in the process of review and identification 
applied to each need for change: 
• Legally mandated revision topics 
• Topics where the existing Plan poses problems in our ability to implement on-the-ground 
management due to conflicts between Plan direction and generally accepted resource 
management practices 
• Topics where the Plan is proving inadequate in its direction. or where clarification is 
needed to provide an umbrella under which project-level decisions could be tiered 
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Topics where improvements could be made in overall usability, providing clarification of 
minor points that are not otherwise posing barriers 10 plan implementation 
Topics which do not fall under one of the six decisions made in a forest plan, but could be 
dealt with through Continuous Assessment and Planning (CAP) or site-specifIC analysis 
• Topics where direction could be improved, but is not posing major barriers to plan im-
plementation, and where addressing these topics would require more time and personnel 
commitment than is available 10 meet rcvi~ion time frames. These IOpics wc.uld likely be 
dealt with through later Forest Plan amendments 
Topics where it was determined no change was necessary 
All needs for change are addressed in the following sections, with a short description of what each 
change entails and why it is necessary. 
TopIcs WhIch Must Be Add..........! In the Forest Plan Reyislon 
Law and/or regulation require the following topics be considered in all forest plan revisions. 
WDd and Scenic Riven 
The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 was enacted to protect and preserve in their free-
flowing condition, certain selected rivers of the nation and their immediate environments. 
The Act established the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System (NWSRS), designated 
rivers included in the system, established policy for managing designated rivers, and prescri-
bed a process for designating additional rivers 10 the system. The Act requires consideration 
of Wild and Scenic Rivers as part of the ongoing planning process. 
In 1997 the Uinta National Forest, in consultation with state and other federal agencies, 
undertook an inventory of the rivers on the Forest to determine whether any might be eligible 
as Wild and Scenic Rivers. As a result, four segments were found 10 be free-flowing and p0-
ssessing atleut one outstandingly remaruble value, making them eligible for NWSRS. This 
eligibility inventory did not, however, determine the suitability of a river for designation, nor 
did it make any decision regarding designation. It is the U.S. Congress, not the Forest Ser-
vice, that has the authority to designate a river as Wild and Scenic. However, the Forest 
Service must develop direction for protecting the values that made the stream eligible for 
NWSRS, and keeping the free-flowing quality on eligible rivers free from degradation. Until 
such time as the suitability determination and designation can be made, the following must be 
established: interim management plans in accordance with the requirements of the Act and 
other applicable laws; the kinds and amounts of public use which the river area can sustain 
without impact 10 the values for which establishes it as eligible; and specifIC management 
measures which will be used 10 implement the management objectives for each of the various 
river segments. 
WUderness Recommendation From Existing RoadIess Inventory 
Forest Service policy, the regulations implementing the National Forest Management Act of 
1976 (NFMA), and the 1984 Utah Wilderness Act all require road less areas 10 be considered 
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for wilderness designation during the forest planning process. Currently, 521,353 acres 
(approximately 58 percent) of the Uinta National Forest is considered roadless. 
Reevaluation or Lands Not Sulted ror Timber 
NFMA and its implementing regulations require the identification of lands appropriate for 
timber management. Appropriate lands include forested lands outside of withdrawn areas 
(such as designated wilderness areas) where reforestation can be assured and timber 
management activities can take place without causing irreversible resource damage 10 soil 
productivity or watershed conditions. Regulations require that lands identified as not suited 
for timber production be examined at least every 10 years 10 determine if they have become 
suited (36 CFR 219.12 (k)(4)(ii». 
The Forest Plan revision process provides an opportunity 10 reassess the lands deemed ap-
propriate for timber management 10 account for changes in land status and uses having occur-
red in the past 10-15 years. Changes may result from land exchanges and acquisitions, as 
well as laws, regulations, and agreements that affect the uses of forested lands. The current 
revision will also use more accurate technology (such as Geographical Information System 
(GiS) data) that was not available during the development of the original Forest Plan. 
Analysis will be conducted 10 determine which lands are capable I and tentatively suited2 for 
timber production. Tentatively suited acres are used in the formulation of various 
management alternatives based on how the Forest can best resolve issues and concerns in 
other resource areas such as watershed integrity, wildlife needs, recreation, fisheries, and 
wilderness. 
Areas Where Cbange May Be Needed 
The topics in the following sections were deemed necessary for revision based 'In in-
formation found in monitoring reports, insight from Forest Service employees regarding the 
effectiveness (or ineffectiveness) of the current Plan, requirements in Forest Service Manuals 
and Handbooks, and the application of new direction and policy. 
TopIq Wbere Monitor!!. IndlCltea Exlsdpg Direction Ia Iprollllalcnt with Ad!lcylpg 
Forest Plan. Ecosystem Manuement. or Natural Raourq Acenda GoaIa 
Experience in implementing the Forest Plan indicates existing management direction for the 
following topics is too limited or is inappropriate. Forest plan direction could be changed on a 
project by project basis through various amendments; however, addressing these topics through the 
revision would eliminate the need for several future site-specific amendments and would facilitate 
achievement of ecosystem management and Natural Resource Agenda goals. 
1c..,.blUty i. Ihe potenlial of an area of land to jXOduce re""""os •• upply goods and .... ices. and allow resoun:c 
uses under an assumed set of management p-acticcs at a given level of rtWlIgement intensity. CapabiJity depends 
upon curn:nl condilioos and site conditions such as climate. slope. landform. soils. and geology. as well as the ap-
plication of management practices., such as silviculture or protection from fire, insects. and disease. 
ZSuitabillty i. lhe appropriateness of applying certain resoun:e managemeru practices 10 a panicular ..... of land, u 
determined by an anaIy.is of Ihe economic and environmental consequences and Ihe preceding allmlative uses. A 
l.I1il of land may be suitable for a varielY of individual or combined management practices. 
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Revile TImber PnctIces 
'The: standards and guidelines written for the 1984 Forest Plan need n:vising to address the 
silvicultura1 systems being applied on the Fon:st. As discussed in TimMr Management 
Practices and Prescriptions on page 3-24, the Fon:st Plan identified the even-aged 
silvicultural system as the primary means of fon:st management. Within this system, 
shelterwood cutting was identified as the major method applied in coniferous fon:st types, 
and clearcutting the major method in aspen types. These two applications of the e.en-aged 
silvicultura1 system generally n:move mon: vegetation per entty than the methods curn:ntly 
being employed under an uneven-aged silvicultural system. 
Many spruce/fir stands naturally develop an uneven-aged structun:, when:as aspen develop 
an even-aged structun:. Accordingly, individual and group selection have been the pn:fern:d 
n:generation methods in spruce/fir, and c1earcutting the pn:fern:d method in aspen. In 
spruce/fir stands, the selection method often fits the pn:-harvest stand structures better I~:"I 
the shelterwood method, and n:sults in successful natural n:generation while better meeting 
critical environmental and visual concerns by providing less evidence of disturbance. 
ElIminate Game Retrieval PolIcy 
'The: Fon:st Plan standard and guideline TRM-2.2 ([ravel Route Management) states that " ... 
off-road and trail motorized vehicle use is permissible when . .. [rJetrieving legally taken big 
game animals using the most practicable, direct route." The Uinta National Forest's 1994 
Monitoring Report stated that "[rJetrievai of game during hunting season is causing n:source 
damage in many cases." Game n:trieval is inconsistent with th: policies of other national 
forests throughout the West, other Uinta National Fon:st policies, and general forest 
direction. The practice cn:ates "ghost roads" that are difficult to control and increase the 
number of roads. In many cases, funds that would normally be used for watershed 
n:storation projects have been diverted and used to close and maintain c1osun: devices 
installed to address damage caused by game n:trieval. 
Limiting off-road motorized vehicle use to only game n:trieval purposes is virtually 
impossible to enforce. Compliance by other motorized activities is n:duced when perceived 
non-compliance by hunters n:trieving game is observed. 
The game n:trieval policy needs to be reevaluated considering the n:sulting n:source damage 
and the need to harmonize with adjacent land use policies. 
Expand Management Direction for Areas of Heavy DIspersed Recreation Use 
Compn:hensive dispersed n:cn:ation planning is needed to manage existing and futun: 
recn:ation uses. Issues such as site protection, n:servoir management, winter n:cn:ation, and 
OFC need to be addressed. Resource protection, conflicts with competing uses, and the 
inability to meet all demands must be considen:d. The Fon:st Plan has only limited data on 
OFC for the Fon:sl Curn:nt direction does not n:cognize the existing conflicts, potential for 
conflicts, or the need for allocation and use determinations. 
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Then: is a need to incorporate Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) guidelines for 
determining unacceptable impacts to n:sources. These LACs would mon: effectively trigger 
actions needed to avert or correct unacceptable impacts. Meaningful Measures (another set 
of criteria developed by the Fon:st Service) blends both quantitative and qualitative aspects 
of recn:ation and will be mon: useful in budgeting &lid monitoring than wen: the n:ports 
pn:viously used, none of which wen: specific to n:cn:ation. 
Revise Fuel.ood Harvest Levels 
The 1984 Fon:st Plan projected an annual fuelwood program of 9 Million Board Feet 
(MMBF). Although then: has been lillie inten:st in commercial fuelwood, the Fon:st has 
maintained a personal-use fuelwood program (cumnt demand is less than I MMBF). 'The: 
decline in demand is likely a n:sponse to burning restrictions implemented along the Wasatch 
Front. In addition to n:duced demand, supplies are limited by access and management 
n:strictions. Fuelwood harvest levels should be n:vised to n:flect decn:ased availability and 
public demand. 
Update/Revlse Management IDdlcator Species (MIS) 
In general, inventory work for MIS has been limited to sensitive species surveys needed for 
specific project work. For many species, basic and essential baseline data has never been 
collected. Selecting diffen:nt species as MIS will incn:ase the effectiveness and practicality 
of monitoring efforts. 
Vertebrate indicators an: most effective when they are moniton:d in combination with 
vegetative indicators. Relying on vertebrate species alone allows for too much time between 
habitat changes and detectable population changes in any vertebrate indicator. Natural 
variability, source population dynamics, and other factors will mask n:sponses to habitat 
change until those n:sponses become quite large. Changes in habitat have to n:ach a critical 
threshold before animal numbers begin to respond. Then:fore, vertebrate indicators cannot 
provide the "early warning" function desin:d. They can, however, serve as a validation 
monitoring variable if a vegetative indicator is used as the first monitoring variable. 
Single species indicators are not recommended as no one species is capable of representing 
all the imponant habitat functions found in a particular vegetative type. For example, top 
level pn:dators have often been selected as indicators even though the data they provide can 
be misleading (most pn:dators will switch to alternate prey when the prefern:d pn:y is 
unavailable). In such cases, the pn:dator itself will not begin to decline in number until all 
suitable sources of prey have declined. Also, the abundance of anyone species is a function 
of many factors besides habitat quality. Some species show cyclic population changes, with 
numbers rising to a theoretical carrying capacity and then crashing due to disease and 
competition. Populations may also decline due to relatively short-term, high impact events 
such as drought, hard winters, unfavorable spring weather, or conditions in adjacent habitats. 
All these things hinder our ability to interpret the results of single species monitoring efforts. 
To make the monitoring program more robust, suites of species should be considen:d, such as 
all woodpeckers instead of an individual woodpecker species. 
4-6 III 
Indicators must be widely distributed, easily sampled, and relatively well described in 
rechnicalliterature. It must be feasible to conduct all of the proposed monitoring with 
limited budgets and personnel. Vegetative indicators that can be remotely sensed and 
quantified during winter with minimum field verification are preferable. Vertebrate 
indicators that provide the most information possible per data point should be selected. Birds 
are easily monitored as a national sampling protocol already exists, no special equipment is 
required, the same monitoring methods apply to all habitats, and the data obtained are 
representative of a broad range of ecological niches. National and regional bird monitoring 
databases already exist, allowing comparison of Forest Service results to large-scale trends. 
Additionally, birds have the closest tie to vegetation of aU the vertebrate species. 
Comparing local monitoring results with an established national and regional database should 
determine if observed population changes on the Uinta National Forest are reflected in these 
data. If so, it is relatively certain that those changes are due to factors beyond the Forest's 
immediate control. If, however, local popUlations are behaving differently than regional 
populations as a whole, management practices may be the cause. 
Indicators should be chosen for specifIC habitats identified as (I) being at risk through the 
Properly Functioning Condition (PFC) process, (2) having a high level of management 
activity, or (3) being critical habitat for Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive (rES) 
species. Other habitats can be grouped under broader headings and be monitored less 
intensively. 
Salmonids and hunted species are of limited value as MIS. The strongest influence on these 
species is the state's management and angler or hunter pressure rather than forest 
management activities. 
There is a current lack of aquatic MIS such as amphibians and mollusks. In the future, as 
more information about these species becomes available, it may become more important to 
include them as indicators. 
FJlminate Empbasis On Adding Developed Recreation Capacity 
The 1984 Forest Plan placed an emphasis on the construction of additional recreational 
facilities to accommodate an expected in.rease in demand. Since the Plan was written, 
inadequate funding and limited personnel have restricted both new construction and the 
expansion of existing facilities. As this trend is expected to continue, the Plan revision 
should focus on the management of existing facilities to increase utilization, and provide for 
reconstruction when necessary. 
Remove Post And Pole Harvest Objectives 
Forest Plan timber objectives include providing posts and poles to the public as a service. 
Though limited in extent, post and pole stands provide valuable wildlife habital While 
limited post and pole opportunities do exist on the Uinta National Forest, requests are 
referred to the Ashley and Wasatch-Cache National Forests. Therefore, the revision should 
consider the removal of post and pole harvest objectives. 
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TopIq Where the Cumpt foRSt PIg 19aufl!depUy Artkulatg Magpcmcpt Iplepl 
Experience has shown the lack of specificity or direction in the following areas has hampered im-
plementation of the Forest Plan. Addressing these topics, while not required aod possibly resulting 
in considerable work, would provide the necessary over-arching framework to allow effective im-
plementation of the Forest Plan. 
Reline Management Area Boundaries 
To implement the Forest Plan, ecosystem boundaries must be delineated so as to determine what 
uses are appropriate in which areas. Different issues about land use are best addressed at 
different scales--there is no single scale appropriate for all issues. Scale considerations for 
human versus biophysical issues often overlap but are seldom identical. At each scale, the 
ecosystem boundaries cross forest and ownership boundaries. This does not mean we will make 
decisions on lands other than those managed by the Uinta National Forest, but rather that we will 
look at uses and activities both on and off the Forest when making management choices. 
A management area is defined as an area with similar management objectives based on similar 
characteristics within the area which help define management direction. 1bc 1984 Forest Plan 
identified six management areas: (I) Wilderness (at the time the Forest Plan was developed this 
consisted of the Lone Peak Wilderness Area), (2) Heber, (3) Pleasant Grove, (4) Spanish Fork, 
(5) Mount Nebo, and (6) Vernon. In 1990 the Forest Plan was amended to establish the 
Strawberry Valley Management Area and associated management area direction. In 1995 
Correction Notice No. I was issued to remove Mount Timpanogos and Mount Nebo Wilderness 
Areas from the Pleasant Grove and Mount Nebo Management Areas, and incorporate them into 
the Wilderness Management Area. This correction did not alter the management direction. All 
existing management areas are geographically contiguous except for the Wilderness 
Management Area, which includes three separate wilderness areas. 
The present management areas as delineated are less useful than they could be given the current 
understanding of ecosystems from both a social and biological standpoinl The seven 
management ""'as range in size from 56,775 to 290,925 acres and are not easily recognized as 
distinct places (see map on page App."dlx 0 - 3). They are not directly related to ecological 
units such as watersheds, and are therefore not effective in examining such ecological actions 
and their effects. For example, the Heber Management Area stretches from the Provo River on 
the north to Willow Creek on the south, encompassing six distinct watersheds. An area this large 
does not lend itself to effective planning for watershed functions nor development of clear DFC 
descriptions. When information is combined for such a large area, it becomes too general to be 
helpful to land managers. improved mapping at scales reflective of ecosystems and specific is-
sues, as described below, is an identified need for change to be addressed in the Forest Plan revi-
sion. 
Delineating Ecosystems: Broad-Scale 
National planning regulations have determined that decisions must be made at the forest 
administrative boundary level, with the forest boundary functioning as one broad-scale. 
The Uinta National Forest boundary will define the area of revision decisions, and must 
be considered in the context of decisions and guidance from other planning efforts in 
northern Utah. We will also be looking at broad-, mid-, and fine-scales for both the 
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biophysical and human (social, economic , and political) dimensions, both of which vary 
with activity andlor issues. 
At the broad biophysical scale, the Uinta National Forest is part of four large geographic 
units- the Uinta Mountains, Overthrust Mountains, Tavaputs Plateau, and Bonneville 
Basin Sections as defined by the 1994 Forest Service document, Ecological Subrtgions of 
Iht Uniltd Slalts: Stclion Dtscriptions. Most of the Forest lies within the Uinta 
Mountains, Overthrust Mountains, and Bonneville Basin Sections. Each section has its 
own unique geology, climate, vegetation, wildlife, and associated ecologies. 
For the human dimension at the broad-scale, we have chosen to look at northern Utah, 
encompassing counties and communities in proximity to the Uinta National Forest The 
Uinta National Forest has a tremendous diversity in the size of its adjacent communities, 
from the heavily populated areas of Provo and Orem, to the small communities of Vernon 
and Francis. 
DeHneadog Ecosystems: M1d-Scale 
At the mid-scale, geographic units will be delineated as logical subdivisions of the Forest, 
consisting of mountain ranges and portions of mountain ranges with similar land capabili-
ties. We may develop some level of DFC for these as well as goals, objectives, 
standards, guidelines, and monitoring requirements that are appropriate at this scale. This 
will prevent having to repeat management direction and will allow issues and needs that 
cross multiple management areas to be addressed. 
The Uinta Mountains, Overthrust Mountains, Tavaputs Plateau, and Bonneville Basin 
Sections were further refined at the mid-scale based on elevation, plant communities, 
geological and ecological processes, and natural disturbance patterns. Ecological sub-
sections were delineated and described. This mid-scale delineation allows for a means to 
address cumulative effects for various issues at this scale. Each of the adjacent national 
forests has been delineated at the section and sub-section scale independent of political 
boundaries. This allows us to look cumulatively across borders as well as within the 
Uinta National Forest. 
DeHneadog Ecosystems: Fine-Scale 
At the fine-scale, management areas will be delineated for the purpose of defining 
distinct, easily recognizable places that can be seen and described. The proposed 
management areas are the union between the biophysical and human dimensions at the 
finest scale used in Forest Plan revision. Focusing on where biophysical and human 
scales come together led to the determination that watersheds generally provide a sense of 
place for people who use the Forest. Watersheds also enable us to focus on the 
cumulative effects of various biological as well as social impacts on the ground. We are 
therefore proposing to use watersheds (with three minor adjustments) as revised 
management areas. It is important to understand that watersheds cross the subsection, or 
mid-scale, delineations rather than nest within them, with the benefit of addressing 
different issues than does the fi ne-scale (which primarily addresses watershed conditions 
and human use and activities). Management areas are the scale at which detailed DFCs 
for the biophysical and the human dimensions will be described. See Appendix D for a 
map of and rationales for the proposed management areas. 
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Define ManagelJlent Prescrlpdon Categories 
A management prescription category is a set of management practices and intensities 
scheduled for application on a specific area of the Forest Management choices must be 
made in determining management prescription categories, as these in turn determine the 
direction for specific areas of the Forest based on the resource emphasis. Once management 
areas are defined on maps and potential DFCs for those areas are identified, a general picture 
is needed to illustrate what activities are and are not allowed there-"zoning" for the specific 
parts of a management area. We expect that most management areas will have multiple 
zones with prescriptions for types, levels, and mixes of activities based on the capability and 
suitability of the land. The prescription categories and their themes are listed in Appendix E, 
along with more detailed information about the activities allowed in each. 
Idendry Desired Future Condidons (OFCs) For AU Ecosystems 
Managing the Forest in order to reach integrated goals (goals that resolve conflict by taking into 
consideration multiple resource areas) requires a description of each management area's DFC. 
DFC is a description of the land, resources, or social and economic conditions that are expected 
to result in 50-100 years if objectives. are achieved. It is a vision of the long-term conditions of 
the land. Failure to adequately describe the DFC results in a high degree of uncertainty as to 
what management actions were intended and needed. 
Idendry Desired Recreadon EnvlroDlJlents UsIng the Recreadon Opportunity Spectrum 
(ROS) 
The ROS data in the 1984 Forest Plan is incomplete and is not being utilized as intended. The 
Forest Plan references locations and acreages, but includes no map. ROS can be used with LAC 
to define capacity and establish standards and guidelines, particularly for wilderness and many 
types of dispersed recreation, rather than estimated numbers of users. Numerical estimates of 
capacity are dependent upon assumptions on technology, user behavior, etc. Experience has 
shown that describing minimum acceptable conditions may be more useful than defining 
numbers. ROS can be incorporated into the description of the DFC as a very useful tool for 
allocating and separating conflicting or competing recreational uses. Establishing ROS will also 
facili tate travel management planning, which strongly influences the supply of opportuni ty for 
various recreational activities. 
Idendry Desired Scenery Management Objecdves 
The update from the 1974 Visual Management System (VMS) to the 1995 Scenery Management 
System (SMS) represents substantial advances in research and technology, and an increase in 
desire for high quality scenery over the past 20 years. The VMS foc used mainly on scenery (as 
an individual resource) and its management, using thresholds including Retention, Partial 
Retention, and Mndification. As the Forest Service has begun to look at the landscape as a 
whole, VMS struggles to play its part in forest management. 
SMS looks at the whole landscape and is used in the context of ecosystem management to 
inventory and analyze scenery and way humans interact with the Forest. The SMS process can 
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assist in the establishment of overall resource goals and objectives. to monitor the scenic 
resource. and to ensure high quality scenery for future generations. 
Implementation of the SMS would provide a basis of agreement for management of scenic 
resources. Currently. undefined areas of management require that inventories be recreated each 
time a project is proposed for a majority of the Forest. However. fully implementing SMS from 
inventory to monitoring would not be practical during revision. given the schedule and available 
funding. A sequential approach of workin!! with the other resource areas will be employed. 
DelIneate Areas Suitable For Domestic Livestock Grazing 
The current direction for determining rangeland capability and suitability have specific criteria 
which focus on determining the total number of acres which fall into either category. The 1984 
Forest Plan discusses capability and suitability in terms of Animal Unit Months (AUMs). This 
makes comparison between the current Plan and the new capability/suitability determinations 
difficult The revision should be developed to reflect capability and suitability in terms of acres. 
Changes in suitability of acres are easier to monitor and understand than changes in AUMs 
permitted. Total AUMs available for use by grazers in anyone year is dependant on weather 
conditions and forage production. Also. the Forest docs not manage livestock grazing based on 
AUMs. but on the ability of the operator to manage livestock to meet standards and guidelines 
for forage utilization regardless of forage production. 
Establlsb Dlrec:don For Managing Cave Resources 
Since the Forest Plan was written. the Federal Cave Management Act of 1988 was implemented. 
The Pion provides no direction for management of cave resources. Standards and guidelines 
should be developed to address the need to adequately and appropriately gate the entrances of 
known and newly discovered caves and manage access to them. The need to provide recreation 
opportunities must be balanced with the need to protect cave resources. including cave formation 
habitats as well as the biological communities which rely on the caves. 
Topics Where Corrections Would Not Require Signillcant Revision Resources 
Addressing these topics in the Forest Plan revision would simplify and clarify the intent of the Forest 
Plan and would not likely require significant resource expenditures. These include topics that (I) do 
not relate to land and resource management or to one of the six decisions made in forest plans. and 
(2) topics that are s imply editorial corrections. clarifications. or updates. 
Remove Administrative or Procedural Dlrec:don 
This information is not related to land and resource management, and is redundant: it can be 
found in Forest Service Handbooks and Manuals. and other reference materials. 
Correct Typographical and Description Errors 
Editorial corrections. c larifications. and updates need to be made in order to present an 
accurate and more professional document 
4 - II 
correct and Clarify Dlrec:tIon for 3-.... ture Real Rotation 
Identify the 3-pasture rest rotation as one of several recognized livestock management 
strategies. instead of it being the only management option. 
Clarify ExIstIng Minerals Goals and Objec:dves 
Current direction docs not specify whether the stated goals and objectives refer to leasable or 
common variety minerals. More specific information needs to be included in the Forest Plan. 
Incorporate Best Management Prac:tIc:es (BMP) and Air QualIty Standards 
The Utah Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) has been working in cooperation 
with the Forest Service and other state and federal agencies to develop a set of BMPs as part 
of a statewide Non-point Source Management Plan for Silvicultural Activities. This 
management plan. which will be adopted by the national forests in Utah, provides a set of 
standard management practices to reduce the impacts of silvicultural activities. In addition to 
this Plan. a mechanism is needed to ensure that appropriate measures are actually implemen-
ted (via implementation monitoring) as designed and that they are effective (via effectiveness 
monitoring) in reducing non-point source pollution. 
Visibility is established by Congress as Air Quality Related Values (AQRV) in the Clean Air 
Act Surveys by the Forest Service. National Park Service. and U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) indicate that visibility. as represented by clean air distant views. is 
a national treasure on public lands that citizens expect to be protected. maintained. or 
improved. Hearings on the Clean Air and Wilderness Acts further demonstrate that visibility 
is a national concern. goal. and priority. Standards need to be developed and incorporated in 
the Forest Plan to address this concern. 
Remove Dlrec:don for Afforestation of Oak Woodlands 
Ecosystem management implies managing wildlands using vegetation native to the site. 
National and regional policy direction is moving toward using native plant species in all 
management activities. Afforestation practices as implemented on the Uinta have included 
the planting of tree species on oak sites where such species would not have otherwise 
established naturally. These non-native species (i.e .. non-site typical species) may do well 
for a number of years. but then show a rapid decline. They also have the potential to replace 
the typical vegetation natural to the site involved. thereby being outside the historic range of 
variability. These trends could lead to watershed or wildlife habitat problems that were not 
originally foreseen. 
Eliminate Vnrequlred Objectives and Implementation Schedules 
Many of these objectives and schedules are not required. arc quickly out-of-date. and have 
led to frequent confusion and misunderstandings regarding what decisions were made in and 
what is needed to implement the Forest Plan. 
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Update Property Marui&ement GoaJs and Terminology 
The Right-of-Way (ROW) and Land Adjustment Plan updates should be reviewed and 
approved by the management team. These plans should be recognized and incorporated in 
the revised Plan. 
Remove Direction Allowing Horse Use in All Developed Sites During Hunting Season 
The Plan identified an initial period where this would occur (planning period 1980-90). with 
no direction following that period. The Fo",st has not continued this practice outside of the 
designated time frame . 
Identify tbe Jumpofr Point Research Natural Area (RNA) and Its Management 
DIrectIon 
Because the Jumpoff RNA was designated after the completion of the Forest Plan and no 
amendment was completed at the time of establishment. it needs to be incorporated in the 
revised Forest Plan. The RNA' s purpose. as defined in the establishment record. should be 
reviewed and management direction developed accordingly. 
Identify Standards Versus Guidelines 
Standards are not currently distinguished from guidelines. Doing this enables better 
management direction to be formulated and eliminates unnecessary site-specific amendments 
in implementation. 
Revise/Correct tbe Section Describing Amendment oftbe Forest Plan 
Changes need to be made to this section regarding amendments and their incorporation into 
the Forest Plan. alleviating the need for cross-referencing to other documents to find this 
information. 
FJiminate Redundant Mortltoring Requirements 
Currently. the Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Requirements specify monitoring of all 
resource areas. leading in some cases to the duplicate monitoring of items such as riparian. 
water quality. and soil stability. 
Correct tbe Mortltoring Frequency for TImber SuitabUity 
Current direction requires suitability determination and monitoring to be completed every 10 
yean. The Forest Plan erroneously states it is to be completed every year. 
Update Acreages and Otber "Current Situation" Data 
This section needs updating to reflect changes in the past 15 year.; . inciuding land exchanges. 
increases in prescribed fire. and the effects of new laws passed since the Plan ' s passage. 
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Uile hople At One TIme (PAOTI) Instead or Recreation Visitor Days (RVIlI) For 
Developed Recreation Supply Objectives 
PAOTs are commonly used to define capacity; RVDs are used to define use. The Forest 
Plan. however. uses RVDs for both. Using RVDs to define capacity requires additional 
assumptions to be made. which mayor may not be valid. Using PAOTs to define capacity is 
more accurate. 
'~~9' .. g·~DD~THROUG~ C~NTIN,Y~~~' 
ASSESSMENT AND PLANNING C .' ". .~" .. 
The following topics are areas where existing management direction may need to be clarified. 
refined. or changed. Addressing these topics in the Forest Plan revision would require 
significant resources. These are topics where implementation can usually proceed and be 
consistent with existing Forest Plan direction (only occasional site-specific amendments to Forest 
Plan direction may be needed to allow implementation to proceed). These topics can be 
addressed using the principles of Continuous Assessment and Planning (CAP). 
Topics Where Additional Direction May Require SignU!gmt RevIsIon Rcsourm and 
Where Such Dlrectlop Is Copslstept Witb EUstipg Forest P!ap Dlm;tlop 
There may be a need for additional. more specific management direction in the following topicS. 
These topics apply to much of the Forest, but addressing them through the revision would likely 
require significant additional resources. Furthermore. additional. more specific direction can be 
developed and implemented through site-specific decisions for these topics and be within the 
decision space provided for in existing Forest Plan direction (i.e .• no amendments would be 
necessary). 
• Refine grazing standards for stream channel types 
• Establish management direction for non-gn:enline conditions in streamside management 
zones 
• Establish species-specific conservation measures for threatened. endangered. or sensitive 
species 
Topics More Appronrialely Acldrnc...t Through Lor.!!. Site-Spedl\c Apal. 
There is a need for management decisions to be made on the following topics. to the extent they 
involve Forest Service discretionary decisions. These topics involve proposed uses of SpecUIC sites. 
More thorough. detailed analysis and consideration of these topics. and the issues related to them. 
would occur if they were analyzed as projects proposed outside of the revision process. 
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• Wild and Scenic River sui lability detenninations (Little Provo Deer Creek, North Fork of the 
American Fork River, South Fork of the Provo River, and Fifth Water) 
• Wildlife reintroductions 
• Non-confonning uses in wilderness areas 
• Identification of energy corridors 
ARM Where The GepcnllDkpl 01 !be CAmpI Foral PIaa Dlredion WUJ Be Rctliocd 
These topics cover areas where the Forest Plan provides management direction that may be 
disagreeable to some, but which otherwise appears to be adequate (and therefore, not a need for 
change). 
• Western Uinla Basin Oil and Gas leasing decisions 
• General intent of DFCs eSlablished through the Rangeland Ecosystem Amendment 
• Predator control direction esiablished through the Predator Control Environmental bnpact 
Slatement (EIS) 
• Direction to harvest timber only where needed for forest health or other resource objectives 
• Identification of areas suited for recreation residences 
• Direction eSlaolished througb the ongoing Utah Fire Amendment 
• Direction eSlablished through the ongoing Utah Goshawk Amendment 
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APPENDIXB 
ASSESSMENTS OF PROPERLY FUNCfIONlNG CONDITION (PFC) ON THE 
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Tables 2-4 SIIIIIIJWize the change in diJlributiOD and the mapitude of chaDge related to historic 
landscape patterns usociated with the Wuatch Mountains, Bonneville Basin, and Uinta Mount-
ains assessment areas. 
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Sub-Retlion by Component) 
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Table 4. Uinta MountaIn. (Relative Chanl" In Landscape Pattern. within the Sub-Region 
by Ecosystem Component) 
IC08YSTDI JOretc...., ........ . .. ~ 
COMrONDIT ...... (-150-400,.. ...... p.., 
'-J.....- ~""""'")-"'-',"" ~ , ........ 
lit '"""""" by. • IIljII SIIIic Mo~ : 
"'--1hB: ....... Iw: 
AlolD. 
-
No ...... 
IlI&b elevidOD .oruce 
-
No ...... 
Spruce/fir 
- -
lAw 
MIxed coulf .. s""'::.... _w 
-
lAw 
Lodppolep .... 
-
I .... ~~ MQod coaifcr miIIor -... 
LodHaoIe-.......... raJ 
-
~ -... 
AI_oeraJ 
-
Mi1=...s Hill> 
AI_dImn s_ No ......... 
DoacJa-fIr _bi .......... 
-
........ -
-... 
PoDd ...... DID. 
-
No"""" 
PlDyolllJUDlper Mouatain bnaIh, mouat-
-
i"nbi!..~""'" -... 
MoaotaiD ml""""y 
Bin:bleaf 
Suo ..=--nao:;. 
-
lAw 
Curlleaf s .... 
-Glmbelook s .... No"""" 
TaU forb -cype-CIIrnIIdy 
- . .-.pa.iy 
-
en lOil, c.rwecd baJfot .... cypeb ... I· 
..........-
.-- .... -~~ .. 
Mountain bll .... bruab 
-
r"'>-i""t'.",..... 
lAw 
SIrHM caayoD rJPlrtu com pines Low Dd'" to coaiIcn. 
Gaia ilwblncoa:ilat 
__ .uJodIlyiD-
5* 
,...==--
.... ---. ~~-:::: 
Subolpin. mOldo .. com pi .. 
-
M~, lAw 
AqultIc ""'-'" C- lIpIaodCoIIlyJICO) Hip 
....... 
(I) Over the entire Uinta Mountaim Section, tbcro ill net 10 •• of upen. However, within the 150,000 ocreo 
offected by the mountain pine beetle epidemic of the 19800 (with ouocilled borv .. 11Dd 6reo), JodaepoJe pine 
bu 10I11Dd oeroI u pen bu piDecL 
(2) Allhouah Ihere are areu in the oectiOD where pinYollljuniper ore '"Placina ."aebruobisruollDdo, the vulmo-
jority of mountain big .. gcbruob in the oectioo iI above the ecoloaicol omplitude of pinyollljuniper. TbUi on I 
oectiOD ocoIo IhiI '"Placemenl iI minor. AIoo the mojority of the type i. outIide the Dou,1u-Hr IDd Jodaepole 
pine bel ... Only in I minor pan of i .. I'I1II0 ore tbeoe tree opeci .. preoent. The odvmce of upeD into mountain 
hi, ngebruob communiti .. i •• Iow IDd of minor ocaJe. 
Appendix B - 4 
1.)7 
APPENDIXC 
THREATENED, ENDANGERED, 
AND SENSITIVE SPECIES 
APPENDIXC 
THREATENED, ENDANGERED, AND SENSITIVE ANIMAL SPECIES OCCURRING ON 
OR ADJACENT TO THE UINTA NATIONAL FOREST 
Table 1. Threatened, Eaclaqered, aDd Seultlve ADImal Spedel 
I· 
Mammals: 
Spotted bat 
Western big-eared bat 
Western red bat 
Brazilian frcc..tailed bat 
Big frcc..tailed bat 
American pika 
Northern flying squirrel 
American marten 
Wolverine 
Northern river otter 
Northern American 
Black tern 
Whooping crane 
Sage grouse 
Cohnnbian sharp-tailed grouse 
Northern goshawk 
Swainson's hawk 
Bald eagle 
Osprey 
Peregrine falcon 
Boreal owl 
F1ammuJated owl 
BlDTOwing owl 
Sbort-eared owl 
OmIt gray owl 
Lewis' woodpecker 
Northern three-toed woodpecker 
Williamson's sapsucker 
Bleck swift 
YeUow-billed cuckoo 
Common yeUowthroat 
chat 
E 
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E 
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Reptiles: 
Sonoran mountain kingsnakc 
Milk snake 
Smooth areen snake 
Amphibians: 
Western boreal toad 
SPOtted frail 
Fish: 
Leatherside chub 
Least chub 
June sucker"'-
Bonytailed chub-
Humpback chub-
Colorado squawfish-
Razorback sucker"' 
Colorado cutthroat trout 
BonneviUe cutthroat trout 
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Table 2. Eadangered, Threateaed, Propoted, and Seulttve Pleat Species 
E - EDdongered 
T - Thn:aImod 
S - Sc:naitive 
No .. : DO.1Ite ..".itive species ore iDcluded in Table 2 u the Stall: ofUflIh hu DOt yet fina1ized ill ..... itive plant 
lin. 
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APPENDIXD 
MANAGEMENT AREAS 
{ 37., 
APPENDIXD 
PROPOSED MANAGEMENT AREAS ON THE UINTA NATIONAL FOREST 
Management areas have similar management objectives and a common management description. 
Different forest plans used a variety of processes to delineate management areas and describe 
management intent. The current direction on defining these areas is described as follows in the 
Intermountain Region's Desk Guide: Bridge to Revision (1993). 
Criteria for DeUaeadDa MU •• mCDt Areu 
I. Management areas aid land management by aiding in project identification, implementation, 
and monitoring. 
2. Management area boundaries are identifiable on the ground. Their delineations are 
understood and accepted. 
3. Management areas can be linked ... to those in the current forest plan. 
4. Management areas are linked to the ecosystem hierarchy and desired future conditions. 
S. Management areas are useful for development and analysis of alternatives, and assist in the 
evaluation of effects. 
6. Management areas are large enough to serve for landscape level analysis, approximately 
10,OOO-SO,000 acres. 
7. Management area boundaries serve administrative and managerial needs. 
Management area delineations do not have to meet all seven criteria, but the more criteria met, the 
more useful the management area. One or more management prescriptions can be applied to a 
management area. 
PrQpoHd MlDlamcDt Arcu 
The Uinta National Forest proposes a set of revised management areas as shown on the map on the 
following page. Page Appendix D - 3 illustrates the current management areas as defined in the 1984 
Forest Plan. The principal factors considered in deriving the proposed management areas are swn-
marized in Table I, beginning on page Appendix D - 4. Table 2 (Appendix D - 8) provides a 
comparison between the proposed and current management areas. 
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'!'he relationship between the proposed management areas and those in the CUITCIlt plan arc awn-
marized in the following table. 
T.bJe 1. Compu1aoa of EmtIDl ad PropoHCi M8D8lemeat Are .. 
c.n.a 
Me. tAna 
(2) Pleasant Grove and 
(I) Wilderness 
(Lone Peak and Mount 
TimDallOllos oortions) 
(3) Heber and 
(7) Strawberry Valley 
(4) Spanish Fork 
(S)Nebo and 
(1) Wilderness 
(Mount Ncbo part) 
(6) Vernon 
TOTAL 
....... 
M ••• tAna 
I 46,SOO Lower Provo 83,SOO 
American Fork 63,000 
341,000 West Fork Duchesne 41 SOO 
Strawbeny Reservoir 127 SOO 
WilIowCrcck 24 SOO 
Currant Creek 54000 
UDDer Provo S6 SOO 
Deer Creek Reservoir 37000 
270,000 White River 34000 
UDDer Soanish Fork 46S00 
Diamond Fork lOS SOO 
Hobble Creek 84000 
124,000 Ncohi 34000 
Mona Reservoir 16S00 
Payson 36S00 
Thistle 37000 
98,SOO Vernon 72S00 
West Shceorock 26000 
980000 TOTAL 980000 
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APPENDIXE 
MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTION AREAS 
APPENDIXE 
MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPfION CATEGORIES ON 
THE VINTA NATIONAL FOREST 
Muwmcot PmcripUoD C.tegory 
1.0 Wllderaell 
1.1 Existing Wilderness - Desired Condition Class I 
1.2 Existing Wilderness - Desired Condition Class II 
1.3 Existing Wilderness - Desired Condition Class III 
1.4 Existing Wilderness - No Class 
1.5 Recommended Wilderness 
1.0 Special MlDllemeDt Are .. 
2.1 Wild and Scenic Riven - Wild Classification 
2.2 Wild and Scenic Riven - Scenic Classification 
2.3 Wild and Scenic Riven - Recreational Classification 
2.4 Research Natural Areas 
2.5 Forest Service Scenic Byways 
2.6 UndevelopedlRoadless 
3.0 ProtectioD of Aquatic, Terratrlal, IDd 8ydroloale IDtepity It Empbulzed 
3.1 Aquatic, Terrestrial, and Hydrologic Integrity 
3.2 Municipal Watenhed Emphasis 
3.3 Aquatic Habitat Emphasis 
3.4 Terrestrial Habitat Emphasis 
4.0 MuJdple Retource Viet Where Keere.doD It Empbulzed 
4.1 Backcountry Non-motorized 
4.2 Dispersed Non-motorized 
4.3 Backcountry Motorized 
4.4 Dispersed Motorized 
4.5 Developed 
5.0 MuJdple Retource Viet Where Forated Veptadve MID'aemeDt It 
Empbulzed 
5.1 Emphasis is on Maintaining or Restoring !'orested Ecosystem Integrity While 
Meeting Multiple Resource Objectives, Which May Include Timber Management 
5.2 Emphasis is on Maintaining or Restoring Forested Ecosystem Integrity While 
Managing Timber for Growth and Yield 
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6.0 Maltiple Reto_ V_ WUre N_FonRed (lbqelaad) Veptadve MM-
.. _t II EmpUaIzed 
6.1 Emphuis iJ on MaintaiJtina or Restorina Non-forelled EcosyIIan Intopity While 
MeetiDg Multiple Reaourcc Objectives, Which May Include Liveatock Farace Pr0-
duction 
6.2 Emphasis is on Maintaining or Reatoring Non-foreated EcosyIIan Intopity 
While Managing for Liveatoclt Farace Production 
7.0 IDtermlDaJed PDbUcJPrtv.te LucIa (priuwy aapbuiJ identified 1IIIdcr Pr0-
scription 3, 4, 5, 6, or 8) 
7.1 Intermingled Priv.te or Public Landa in ID Urban or Town Interface 
7.2 Intermingled Private or Public Landa in • Rural Inta'face 
8.11 CODceDtrated Developmeat Area (strODi economic cmpbuia) 
8.1 Mineral Development EmpIwiI 
8.2 Utility Corridor/Communication Site Emphasis 
Flpre 1. ESlDlple of muaaemeat prelCl1pdoa catepne. applied 
to two adJaceDt lIIIDaIemeat areas. Note tIaat muaae-t pnac:rlpdou 
may erwa m .... _t area botuadarIeI. 
Appeadix E - 2 
MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTION CATEGORIES 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTIONS 
Thi. prescription includes IU'eU desipWcd by CongJal a wilderncu and IU'eU recommeDded 
by the Forest Service for wildemess designation. Management cmplwia is on maintaining 
wilderness attrlblta, including natural appeannce; natural integrity; opportunities for IOlitude; 
opportunities for primitive reaeation; and any identified specia1 featurel. 
M •••• "'pt Imp""" 
The area is managed to allow natural proc:eases to prevail in adhcre:ncc with the 1964 Wilderness 
Act and the 1984 Utah Wildemess Act. 
1.1 EdldDl WIldeJ'llell • Dedred Cosditloa Clau I 
This area in exiating wilderness is characterized by an unmodified natural environment. Human 
induced change is temponuy and minor. Outstanding opportunities for IOlitude and IIDCOnfiDed 
reaeation IlC available for visitors who travel in small JII"OIIpI, practice excellent wildcmeu 
efforts, and spend extra effort to leave no trace. Encountcn with others IlC rue. 
1.2 EmtfDl Wlldemetl • Dalred Coaditloa CI ... D 
This area in exiating wilderness is characterized by predominately unmodified natunl envi-
ronment. Human il:duced change i. evident but will m:over. Outstandina opportunities for 101i-
tude and unconfined recreation exist. Encounters with othen _ more frequent than in Clau I. 
1.3 EdldDl WDdemn.· Desired Coadldoa Cia. m 
This area in exiating wilderness is characterized by predominately unmodified natural envi-
ronment, but impacts could persist from year to year. During peak season and in popu1ar 1U'eU, 
concentrated use is more common and opportunities for IOlitude and unconfined reaeation more 
limited. 
1..4 EdldDl Wlldemn.· No Cia. 
1.5 Recommeaded Wlldemn. From Plaa Revltloa 
These IlC areas recommended for wilderness that have gone throUjb the Forest Plan revision 
roadleas inventory, evaluation, and recommendation analysis a required by the National Forest 
Management Act (NFMA) planning regulations and the 1984 Utah Wildemess Act. CongJal 
retains the fina1 authority for designating wilderness 1U'eU. For IU'eU recommended u 
wilderness, wilderneu chancteristica must be protected until Conareu takes fina1 action, u per 
Forest Service Handbook 1909.12,7.31. 
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Geaenllv Alknrcc! AetIyIUn 
I AI allowed UDder the 1984 UIIh W~ Act 
No 
No 
2 Fire lIIe i. equ.ivalent to pracribed fire (lIJIIII8OIII<I1-iplited) and wiIdIIDd fire (pracnbed DAIInI fire). Suppra-
.ion bas two cateaori .. : fWl'uppraaion (control) and modified (coofiDe, conlliD, monitor). 
3 ~tiOD development u \lied in thea<: deacriptiona ref ... to ~or IIIIIctwaI public \lie ..... oucb u 
campJIOunda and trail bacia. Minor ficilitiea for comfon and C<lI1veuicDce ouch u traiIa and 0Ulb0uaea are IIOt 
coDiidered recreation developmenL 
I 2.0 SPECIAL MANAGEMiJft:AQA( ." '? ':1~~:; ' /' ~, fo;} '17 1;? ; .. N. ~ I 
IIwDl 
This prescription includes areas that have been or will be administratively or congressionally do-
signated for the conservation of specific values. These areas are Wild and Scenic Rivers and 
their corridors, Research Natural Areas (RNAI), and Foreat Service Scenic Byways. 
Management emphasis is on maintaining or restoring those values for which the area was 
established. 
MaDalement Emphah 
1.1 ·1.3 WUd aDd SceDic Riven 
Rivers include land corridors that extend one quarter mile from each bank. Rivers and their cor-
ridors, including those recommended for study, are managed to protect their free·flowing waters 
and existing or potential outstandingly remarkable values. Any developments that affect these 
values are prohibited (including hydropower developments). 
1.4 Research Natural Area 
Manage existing and proposed Research Natural Areas to protect their unique qualities. Vegeta-
tion manipulation is prohibited except in cases where these activities help perpetuate the unique 
ecosystem. 
1.S SccDlc Byway. 
Manage Forest Service Scenic Byways (Nebo Loop National Scenic Byway) to protect and 
mainIain their outstanding scenic quality. 
1.6 UadevelopedIRoadln. 
Manalle to protect undeveloped landscapes in a manner other than fonnaJ recommended 
wildemess. Although other uses and activities may occur, the primary emphasis is protection to 
assure the values and unique qualities associated with undeveloped areas IlC recognized and 
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~ed. Generally, no new development is allowed that would alter the landscape; however, 
some motorized use and equipment may be allowed. 
GeDeraUy Allowed Act!yfUn 
... - -. 1IUor 
. ..:.. ....... GruIIIi' ~-j ~ 
---
........ 
2.1 No No Limited Yea Limited No 
2.2 Limited Limited Y .. Yea Limited Limited 
2.3 Limited Y .. Yea Yea Limited Y .. 
2.4 No No Limited No Limited No 
2.5 Limited Y .. Yea Yea Limited Y .. 
2.6· No No No Y .. Y .. No 
• Denocea an option that allows motorized recreation in the winter. 
/
3.1 MUL11PLE RESOUIlCE USES WBDE AQUATIC, 'l'DRlBl'RJAL,1 
. AND HYDROLOGIC INTEGJUTY ARE EMPIIASIZED . 
This prescription includes lands where management emphasis is ~g, maintaining, or 
restoring quality aquatic, terrestrial, and hydrologic conditions. Although other uses and 
activities may occur, the primary emphasis is providing high quality fi sh habitat, wildlife habitat, 
and watershed conditions that meet desired conditions. Commodity production occurs as part of 
activities designed to improve or maintain habitat or watershed conditions. 
MID'IemcDt Empblil. 
Emphasis is on restoration andlor maintenance of quality aquatic, terrestrial, and hydrologic 
conditions through limited to moderate management activity. This emphasis would include areas 
where habitat and resource values are not at desired conditions and should be more actively 
restored. It could also include areas where habitat and resource values are at desired conditions 
and should be conserved. Other uses and activities may occur provided they do not prohibit 
attainment of objectives for the areas. These lands are not part of the suited timber base, but may 
requrre forest andlor rangeland vegetation treatments to improve overall conditions. 
In order for these areas to meet mid- to long-term habitat objectives, the strategy is to take a low 
to moderate risk approach to management for this planning period (10-15 years). The tools 
associated with this prescription are of moderate intensity and can provide for improvement of 
existing conditions through natural processes and moderate management activities. This 
prescription would not provide the management activities normally associated with extensive 
restoration of physical and biological components. Management activities are designed to pose 
low risk of sediment delivery and low risk of adversely affecting the hydrologic regime, riparian 
areas, and important terrestrial habitat. 
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3.1 AquaUe, Terrntrlal, ad Bydroloik IJltepity 
Emphasis is on maintaining or improving existing quality aquatic, terrestrial, and hydrologic 
conditions through limited to moderate management activity. This emphaais includes an:u 
where multiple habitat and resource values are present. The values are recognized as important 
and may require restoration to reach desired conditions. Other usea and activities may occur 
provided they do not prohibit attainment of objectives for the areas. 
3.2 Municipal Watenbed Empbuil 
Manage to maintain or improve soil productivity and watershed COnditioDl. Where improvement 
is needed, it is achieved by implementing watershed improvement projects, and by Ipplying soil 
and water conservation practices to land-distwbing activities. 
3.3 AquaUc Babltat Empbuil 
Manage for quality habitat to provide for recovery of rare fish and riparian-ilepeodcnt species . 
Improve or maintain conditions to meet desired conditions of habitat for threatened, endangered, 
sensitive, or Management Indicator Species (MIS). 
3.4 TcrreatriaJ Babltat Empbuil 
Manage upland habitat to provide for quality habitat and recovery of plant and anima1 species. 
Improve or maintain conditions to meet desired conditions of habitat for threatened, endangered, 
sensitive, or Management Indicator Species (MIS). 
GeDerally Allowed Act!yfUn 
I v.amtion management (timber Iwvat, thinnina, fire lIIOi_ion. etA:.) iI uaecI to maiDlain or _ boeJthy 
ecolYltemJ with empbuil on filb babital, wildlife babital, IIId WIlenbod CCIIditionl. Wood prodIlcII .... 
produced to IUppon babiw and _bod objeotiveo. 
2 Empbuil iI on rcducin, Idvene impacts from roodI. Rood deDlity IIId deaip will be cemp.lible with waIenbod 
and babiw objectives. 
3 Liveatock \lie in luitable areal IIId a<:c<>mpODyina _t prKIiceo need to be cemp.lible with deaitecl oqua-
tic, tm"eItriaJ. and bydroloaic c:onditiODI. 
This prescription includes lands managed for dispened and developed m:reation. Reaeation it 
an important use and may be the dominant influence on the groUDd. A wide spectrum of recrea-
tional settings may be provided. Facilities are constructed and maintained, and areas for motori-
zed and non-motorized recreation opportunities are designated. Landacape elements may be 
altered by human activities and developments. Recreation is managed to ensure maintenance of 
watershed health, including water quality. Recreation resource usea are emphasized; however, 
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1'17 
other resource uses arc allowed to the extent that they do not significantly compromise recreation 
resource values. Using standard systems in the recreation profession, such as the Recreation 0p-
portunity Spectrum (ROS), Meaningful Measures, and Infrastructun:, we have defined the 
prescription subcategories based primarily on the difference in recreation activity and setting. 
The following categories arc based on different levels of (I) access, (2) remoteness, (3) 
naturalness, (4) level of facilities and site management, (5) social encounters, and (6) visitor 
impacts and management. The categories arc designed to be broad, with more specific goals and 
objectives defined by management area in the desired future condition statement. 
MUlleQWIt Empbuil 
4.1 BackcoUDtry Non-motorized 
These areas provide recreation opportunities in remote and isolated settings where visitors can 
obtain a high degree of solitude and the environment is in a ncar-natural state. Access to these 
areas will be through the usc of non-motorized trails. Sights and sounds of others arc minimal. 
Visitors will largely be managed off-site, with signs and regulations generally posted at area 
boundaries. Site development is of a semi-primitive nature with regulation of usc a priority 
management tool over site-hardening. The need for visitor self-reliance will be high. 
Management visibility will be low with backcountry ranger patrols focusing on monitoring and 
maintaining natural conditions and processes. ADA level development will not be 
accommodated. 
4.2 Di.pened Non-motorized 
These areas provide recreation opportunities in a semi-primitive to modified setting where visi-
tors can obtain various degrees of solitude within a ncar-natural environment. Access to the 
perimeter of these areas may be motorized, but travel within the area is generally non-motorized. 
Sights and sounds of others may be noticeable. Visitors can expect various levels of regulation. 
Signs and other information will be found both at portals and within the prescription area. Site 
development can range from semi-primitive to rura1 depending on management objectives at spe-
cific areas and visitors desire for convenience. Biophysical impacts, such as soil compaction and 
loss of vegetation, will be dealt with through various management techniques and regulations. 
Some development accommodating ADA standsrds may be appropriate. 
4.3 Bac:kcountry Motorized 
These areas provide recreation cpportunities in a more remote and isolated setting where visitors 
can obtain a higher degree of solitude and the environment is generally in a ncar-natural setting. 
Access to and within these areas is primarily through the usc of motorized trails and roads. 
Sights of other visitors will be low and sounds of other users will be low to moderate. Visitors 
will largely be managed off-site, with signs and regulations generally posted at area boundaries. 
Site development would be of a semi-primitive nature with regulation of usc a priority 
management tool over site modification. Visitor self-reliance will be high. Management visibi-
lity will be low with backcountry ranger patrols focusing on monitoring and maintaining natural 
conditions and processes. ADA level development will not be accommodated. 
.... DI.pened Motorized 
These areas provide recreation opportunities within a range of semi-primitive to rural settings. 
Visitors may be able to obtain a moderate degree of solitude, but this prescription area generally 
provides opportunities for increased social interaction. Access to and within these areas is 
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primarily through the use of motorized trails and roads. Sights and lOunds of others may be 
noticeable throughout the area. Site development will range from semi-primitive to rural 
depending on management objectives at specific areas and visitors desire for convenience. 
Biophysical resource impacts to the land will be dealt with through various management tech-
niques and regulations. Some development to ADA standsrds may be appropriate. 
4.5 Developed 
These areas include developed facilities such as campgrounds, trail heads, boat docks, and ~ 
sorts, as well as adjacent areas associated with these sites. High levels of visitor interaction can 
be expected where sights and sounds of others will be noticeable and opportunities for social 
interaction is moderate to high. Access to these areas will be primarily by motorized roads. Vi-
sitors can expect high levels of regulation. Signs and visitor information will be noticeable 
throughout the area. Site development will tend towards the roaded natural to rural end of the 
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS). Facilities will vary from rustic, using native materials, 
to facilities designed primarily for visitor comfort or convenience, which may be built using syn-
thetic materials. Visitor impacts will be noticeable. Biophysical resource impacts to the land 
will be dealt with through various management techniques and regulations. ADA level 
development will be encouraged. 
GegeraUy AUOWed ActMdet 
Proocrfpdoa TIaIbor .... ~ ~ lire.,. ....... 
Ibnwt ....... 
----
4.'· No No No Yea Yea Limited 
4.2· No No No Yeo Y .. Limited 
4.3· Limited Limited Yes Y .. Y .. Limited 
4.4- Limited Yes Y .. Yea Y .. Limited 
4.5 No Yes Limited No Limited Y .. 
• Denotes an option that aHows motorized recreation in the winter. 
I 5.0 MULTIPLE RESOURCE USES WHERE FORESTED VEGIT~noN1 . MANAGEMENT IS EMPIIASIZED . J 
This prescription includes lands that arc predominantly forested. Emphasis is on maintaining 
and restoring forest ecosystem health to achieve sustainable resource conditions, while providing 
favorable conditions for commodity and non-commodity outputs. 
Magllemegt Emph .. 1s 
5.1 Emphulill on Maintaining or Restoring Foretted Ecosy.tem Intep1ty WhIle Meedna 
Muldple Resource ObJecdvet, Which May Include Timber Manaaement 
Emphasis is on maintaining or restoring forested vegetation to achieve multiple resource goals 
and objectives. Management area direction also includes timber resource goals and objectives, 
Appendix E - 8 
although achievement of high yields is not the primary pwpose. Management activities 
encompass the full range of land and resource treatment activities. 
5.1 EmphulJ lJ oa Malatalala& or Restorla& Forested EcOlYltem Intepit)' Whlle 
MaD .. Timber for Growth .. d Yield 
Emphasis is on timber growth and yield. Forested landscapes range in appearance from near 
nann! to altered where management activities are evident Goods and services are provided 
within the productive capacity of the land, and ecological functions are maintained. The quantity 
of goods and services produced mayor may not fully meet demand. Amenity values are 
provided for by management area direction. 
GeaenUy Allowed ActMdes 
~ TIIIIIor .... ....... .~ . ' ... _WIII t'l ;,~ ... 
a.-t ...... ......... 
~.I Yes Limit<d' Yes Yes V .. V .. 
~.2 V .. V .. 3 V .. v .... v .. ~ Limit<d 
I V...,.noo managemenl (timber Iwva~ thiDnina. fiR lIIei.upptalion, etc.) is wed to .. move I brood nnae of 
multiple \lie objectiv ... with emphasis OD IDAintainiDa or reatoriDa bealthy ecoayaleml and rechu:ina the potential 
for IarJe .taDd-replacina liRa. Empbuis is DOl 00 timber arowth and yield. 
2 Road denaiti .. and desilPl "" compallble with primary JD.III&8OIDeDI objectiv ... 
3 Roed denaities and desilPl an: compallble with timber arowth and yield managemenl objectives. 
• Livestoc:k araziDa .-Is to be compallble with timber _<menl objectives. 
~ Fin: llleisuppression needa to be compatible with timber arowth and yield objectiv ... 
/
6.0 MUL11PLE USOVIlCB ens WJlD&NOf(..~. "",! - / 
. (RANGELAND) VECETAnONMAI«GIMEMT_~~~' . . 
Dum 
This prescription includes lands that are predominantly non-forested. Management focuses on 
non-forest plant species composition and structure to achieve sustainable resource conditions, 
while providing favorable conditions for commodity and nono(;()mmodity outputs. 
Mapmmat EmpbulJ 
6.1 EmphulJ lJ oa Malatalala& or Restorla& Noa-FoRlted ECOI)'ltem Intepity Whlle 
Meetla& Multiple Resource ObJecdves, Wbidl May Indade Livestock Fora. Prodactloa 
Emphasis is on maintaining or restoring non-forested vegetation cooditions to achieve ecosystem 
health. Management encompasses the full range ofland and resource treatment activities. 
Forage production for livestock use may be limited to meet requirements for wildlife, riparian, 
water quality, or other objectives. 
Appendix E - 9 
6.1 EmpbuJa lJ oa Malatalala. or Restortaa Noa-Forestecl ~. Intepity Whlla 
M ....... for LIvestock Forap Prodactloll 
Management emphasis on suitable grazing landa is for foraae production for livestock. Goods 
and services are provided within the productive capacity of the IaDd, and ecological functions are 
maintained. Non-forested landscapes range in appearances from Dell" nann! to altered where 
management activities are evident The quantity of goods and services produced may or may not 
fully meet demand. Amenity values are provided for by management area direction. 
GegenUy Allowed ActIyUIes 
I Roed denaiti .. and desilPl "" compatible with ~ objectivea. 
2 Empbuis is OIl manaaiDa veaetation C<lIIIpOIitioo and .1nICIUR for fi>nae utiIiJaIioD by livea1ock. LiveaIoc:I< .... 
in .uilable .,.,.. is managed to enawe that nnae is in saliafactoty conditioo and/or with an upword trend. 
This prescription addresses National Forest System lands that are intenningled with landa owned 
or managed by others. The prescription is applied in areas where management on National 
Forest System lands influences or is influenced by the proximity of other landa. Management 
emphasis is to cooperate with adjacent landowners in managing for diverse interests. Another 
important management consideration is the cumulative effects to ecosystems from combined ac-
tivities on national forests and adjacent lands. 
MapmlDegt Empbull 
Whenever a 7.1 or 7.2 prescription is used, there is also an underlying prescription that identifies 
a primary emphasis in that management area. For example, a 6.1 prescription area may abo 
have a 7.2 prescription attached if intermingled land ownership in the 6.1 area creates a 
compelling need to cooperate with adjacent landowners. The 6.1 prescription provides the pri-
mary management emphasis, and the 7.2 prescription signifies the need to coordinate land 
management strategies with adjacent landowners. 
7.1 laterm!a&Jed private or PabUc L .. dila .. Urbu or ToWII Interface 
Emphasis is on protecting natural ecosystem components from degradation while allowing for 
high levels of day use. Trespass for extractive or construction activities will not be allowed. 
Access for recreation to the National Forest System landa will be kept open, and specific public 
access points will be identified to assure access as well as to limit resoun:e degradation. 
Adjacent private property will be protected from fire. 
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7.1 Iatermlaped Private or Publk Lucia III a Rarallaterface 
Emphasis is on protectinS natural ecosystem components from degradation while allowing for 
moderate use. TrespIW for extractive or construction activities will not be allowed. Access for 
rea-eation to the National Forest System lands will be kept open, and specific public ae<:ess 
points wiU be identified to assure access as weU as to limit resource degradation. Adjacent 
private property will be protected from fire. 
Ggenlly Allowed ActMUn 
No Limit<d 
Yea2 Limit<d 
1 Ally JDOIOrized ........nOlI mUit be carefully c:oordiJwocI witb odjlCClDt OWDOII fur compatibility witb tboir DOOda 
mel IIWIqODI<Dt ora objecti .... 
2 Any puiDa or timber ottivitiea mUit be carefully c:oordiJwocI with odjocent OWllf:ll. 
This prescription includes lands manased for concentrated development and use. 
Myaamot Empbuh 
Uses and facility development dominate the landscape and often require extensive site altera-
tions. Emphasis is on maintainins or restorinS the existins facilities and uses. 
8.1 MlDeral Development Empilull 
Features may include oil and sas production sites or other mineral development sites for 
common variety (saleable) minerals. 
8.1 UdUty Corrldor/Commlllllcatloa Site Empiluh 
Features may include various non-recreation special uses such as utility corridors and 
communication sites allocated for Ions-term site investmenl 
Geaenlly Allowed Acdytt!g 
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APPENDIXF 
ROADLESS AREAS 
APPENDIXF 
ROADLESS AREA ACREAGES ON THE UINTA NATIONAL FOREST 
NoblttU (Ulata) 
Ul1Je Soulll Fork 
" .. fin Val Creek 
801 Sprla. 
~...,.. 
ClIJpmaa Creek! 
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[ From 1984 Uinta Forest Plan Appendix C - Net Acres (National Forest System lands only) 
20n the Wasatch-Cache National Forest but included in Uinta Roa(iles8 Area Inventory as they are contiguous with Uinta 
roadless areas 
3Acreage computed using GIS 
4Roadless area in which at least a portion was designated wilderness in the 1984 Utah Wilderness Act 
5Areas not included in the 1984 Uinta Forest Plan but included in earlier RARE studies 
For more detailed infonnation on roadless areas, please refer to the Draft Inventory of Unroaded and 
Undeveloped Lands on the Uinta National Forest, 1999. 
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APPENDIXG 
waD AND SCENIC RIVERS INVENTORY ON THE UINTA NATIONAL FOREST 
Table 1. Riven EUgibie for the National Wild and Scenic Riven System (NWSRS) 
, . . .. :,=:,~ , ( " , :-, S.p'l" Ithw: SIP ~.t .· · V .... ~ , . \ . ~ ... .. ' l .·./·' 
Ne. . .. -.J """'tl,,-'" , , _ .... ~J.. - ,."1:'; 
." " 
Utah Lake Basin - Northern Utah County 
1.5 South Fork, American Fork: Confluence below 1.0 
• Scenic 
Timpooneke to Scout Falls 
• Recreation 
Utah Lake Basin - Provo River Drainage 
4.6 North Fork, Provo River: Confluence near Theater-in- 1.1 
• Scenic 
the-Pines to headwater spring in section 8 
4.7 Little Provo Deer Creek: Top ofCascadc Springs to 2.6 
• Geologicall 
road crossing in state section 36 Hydrological 
• Ecological 
9.6 Fifth Water Creek: Sixth Water Creek to headwaters 7.8 
• Recreation 
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GLOSSARY 
Sources for this glossary include The Dictionary 0/ Forestry, edited by John A. Helms, 
Webster 's Third New International Dictionary, Forest Service Handbooks and Manuals, the 
Draft National Planning Glossary, and the White Papers prepared for the Uinta National Forest. 
abiotic: 
Non-living parts of an ecosystem such as air, rocks, and water. 
age cia .. 
An interval (usually ± 20 years) into which the age of trees is divided for classification. 
air ponutant 
Any substance in air that could, if in a high enough concentration, harm hwnans, animals, 
vegetation. or material. Air pollutants may include almost any natural or artificial matter capable 
of being airborne in the form of solid particles, liquid droplets, gases, or any combination the-
reof. 
air quanty 
The composition of ai r with respect to quantities of pollution therein; used most frequently in 
connection with "standards" of maximum acceptable pollutant concentrations. 
alrshed 
A geographical area that shares the same air mass due to climate, physical and natural features, 
and atmospheric conditions. 
aDotment (grazing) 
An area designated for the use of a certain nwnber and kind of livestock for a prescribed period 
of time. 
Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) 
The quantity of timber on a forest that may be sold from a designated area for a specified time 
period. ASQ is determined in the Forest Plan. 
alternative 
One of a nwnber of possible options for responding to the purpose and need for action. 
Animal Unit Month (AUM) 
The amount of/orage required by a one thousand ( 1,000) pound cow, or its equivalent, for one 
month. 
aquatic ecosYltem 
Waters that serve as a habitat for interrelated and interacting communities and populations of 
plants and animals. 
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attainment area 
A geographic area in compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. An area 
may be an attainment area for one pollutant and a nonattainment area for others. 
butllne 
The first set of data collected at an established monitoring site, to be compared with subsequent 
monitoring data from the same location. 
ben.hmark 
In forest planning, parameters that define the maximwn and minimwn amount of resource 
production that can reasonably be expected under the various management alternatives. 
beneficial ule 
An ~ctual or potential use that may be made of the waters of the state that is protected against 
qualIty degradabon. Examples of beneficial uses include domestic, agricultural, and industrial 
water supplies, recreation, aquatic life, aesthetics, wildlife habitat, and salmon spawning. 
Btst Management Pra.tI.el (BMP) 
Practices determined by the Utah Division of Water Quality to be the most effective and practical 
means of preventing or reducing the amount of pollution generated by diffuse sources. 
biological dlvenlty (or biodiversity) 
The variety and abundance of life and its processes, including all living organisms, the genetic 
dI fferences among them, and the communities and ecosystems in which they occur. Biological 
diversity also refers to the compositions, structures, and functions of species and habitats and 
their interactions. 
bloti. 
Living parts of an ecosystem such as plants and animals. 
Continuous Assessment and Planning (CAP) 
An approach to planning that allows for ongoing adjustments to incorporate new technology and 
scientific knowledge. 
capability 
The potential of an area of land to produce resources, supply goods and services, and allow re-
source uses under an asswned set of management practices at a given level of management inten-
sity. Capability depends upon current conditions and site conditions such as climate, slope, land-
form, soils. and geology, as well as the application of management practices, such as silviculture 
or protection from fire. insects, and disease. 
c1tar.ut 
A harvest method removing all trees in a stand. 
Code of Federal Regulatlonl (CFR) 
The general and permanent rules published in the Federal Register by the Executive departments 
and agencies of the federal government. 
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compotltioa (lpecIH) 
The species that make up a plant or animal community, and their relative abundance. 
coaaectlvlty 
The degree to which similar but separated vegetation components of a landscape are connected. 
coaaerntioa aarccmeat 
A requirement under section seven of the Endangered Species Act for federal agencies to consult 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and/or National Marine Fisheries Service with regard to 
federal actions that may affect listed threatened and endangered species or critical habitat. 
cord 
A stack of wood 4 x 4 x 8 ft, or 128 ft3 (1.2 x 1.2 x 2.4m, or 3.6 m3). 
c, rldor (laadacape) 
Landscape elements that connect similar patches of habitat through an area with different 
characteristics. For example, streamside vegetation may create a corridor of willows and hard-
woods through a forest. 
cover type 
The present vegetation of an area. 
criteria air poUutaats 
Pollutants that are common to sites across the U.S. and for which air quality criteria have been 
established: ozone, a principal component of smog; Volatile OrganiC Carbon (VOC), smog-
forming chemicals released from the combustion of fossil fuels, solvents, paints, glues, and 
plastics; carbon monoxide (CO), from automobile emissions, burning of gasoline, natural gas, 
coal, etc.; nitrogen dioxide, from burning of gasoline, natural gas, coal, automobile emissions; 
Pa,1iculate Maller (PMID. PM2.5), includes dust, smoke and soot from the burning of wood, 
diesel fuel, dust from unpaved roads, agricultural burning, etc.; sulfur dioxide, from the burning 
of c;< 'al and oil ; lead, from leaded gasoline, metal smelters and the manufacture of lead batteries. 
cumulative cffectl 
Impacts on the environment that result from the incremental impact of an action when added to 
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. Cumulative effects can result from 
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time. 
decadcnt 
Marked by decay or decline. 
demoaraphlc 
Relating to the characteristics of human populations, including size, density, growth, and dis-
tribution, and their effects on social and economic conditions. 
Detlred Future Coadltloa (DFC) 
A description of the land or resource as it is hoped to appear if goals and objectives are achieved. 
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developed recreatioa 
Recreation that requires facilities and results in the concentrated USC of an area (e.g., 
campgrounds or ski resorts). 
dbpened recreatloa 
Recreation that occurs outside a developed setting (e.g" hunting, scenic driving, or backpacking). 
dllturbaace 
Any event that alters the structure, composition, or function of an ecosystem, including grazing, 
human trampling, logging, foraging by wildlife ungulates, wind, flood, insects, disease, and fire. 
dbturbaace regime 
All known current and historical disturbonces of a subject area. 
ecotYltem 
A naturally occurring, self-maintained system of varied living and non-living interacting parts 
that are organized into biophysical and human dimension components. 
ecotYltem health 
A condition where the parts and functions of an ecosystem are sustained over time and where the 
system's capacity for self-repair is maintained, such that goals for uses, values, and services of 
the ecosystem are met. 
ecoIYltem meaagemeat 
Scientifically-based land and resource management that integrates ecological capabilities with 
social values and economic relationships, to produce, restore, or sustain ecosystem integrity and 
desired conditions, uses, products, values, and services over the long term. 
endangered lpeelea 
Designated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, an animal or plant that has been given federal 
protection status because it is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its 
natural range. 
cnvlronmental analysis 
A comprehensive evaluation of alternative actions and their predictable short- and long-term 
environmental effects, including physical, biological, economic, social, and environmental de-
sign factors and their interactions. 
Environmental Allcllment (EA) 
A concise analysis of the significance ofa given project's potential environmental consequences. 
An EA is required by NF.PA, and determines if an Environmentallmpoct Statement (EIS) is 
needed. 
Envlronmcntal Impact Statement (EIS) 
A detailed statement of a given project ' s environmental consequences, including unavoidable ad-
verse environmental effects, alternatives to the proposed action, the relationship between local 
short-term uses and long-term productivity, and any irreversible or irretrievable commitment of 
resources. 
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eva-qed ltud 
A group of trees of a single age class. 
evea-qed IlMcaIturaJ IYltem 
A method to regenerate and maintain a stand with a single age class of trees. 
Ooodplaill 
The land bordering a stream or river subject to overflow flooding during periods of high water 
level. 
fora. 
Plant material (usually ~,Jorbs, <lIl<I brush) that is available for animal consumption. 
forba 
Broadleaf ground vegetation with little or no woody material. 
frqmeDtatioD 
The splitting or isolating of patches of similar habitat. Habitat can be fragmented by natural 
events or development activities. 
Geoaraphlc InformadoD SYltem (GIS) 
An information processing technology to input, store, manipulate, analyze, and display data; a 
system of computer maps with corresponding site-specific information that can be combined 
seomorpholoiY 
A science that deals with land and submuine relief features, using principles of both phy-
siography and geology. 
prdJe 
To make an incision through the baric and cambium of a living tree stem to kill the tree. 
Soodl and aemcet 
The various products and benefits (both tangible and intangible) produced by forest and 
rangeland renewable resources. 
!VetD (Iawtimber. oak, etc.) 
Live vegetation. 
habitat 
The place where a plant or animal lives and grows under natural conditions. 
hlator\caJ ranlt of varlabWty 
The natural fluctuation of the components of a healthy ecosystems over time. 
llyclroJopc ... It 
A coding system developed by the U.S. Geological Service to map geographic boundaries of 
various l ize watersheds. 
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bydrolOlY 
The study of the properties, distribution, and circulation of water on the earth's surface, in the 
soil and rocks, and in the atmosphere. 
Indlcaton 
Any species that, by its presence or population, ind.icates certain attributes about the site or eco-
system in which it lives. 
IDteraseDcy MODltorlns of Protected Vllual EDviroDmeDtl (IMPROVE) 
A network of approximately 60 monitoring stations established to monitor air quality 
nationwide. 
landlcape analysll 
An evaluation of past management direction on a given landscape, and a prediction of future 
conditions given the current management direction. 
Llmltl of Acceptable Chanse (LAC) 
A planning framework that establishes explicit measures of the acceptable and appropriate re-
source and social conditions in recreation settings, and establishes the appropriate management 
strategies for maintaining or achieving those conditions. 
loam 
A soil texture containing equal amounts of sand, silt, and clay. 
macro-Invertabrate 
An animal having no backbone or internal skeleton, large enough to be seen without 
magnification. 
maintenance level t (road) 
Assigned to intermittent service roads during the time they are closed to vehicular traffic. The 
closure period must exceed one year. Basic custodial maintenance is performed to keep damage 
to adjacent resources to an acceptable level and to perpetuate the road to facilitate future 
management activities. Emphasis is normally given to maintaining drainage facilities and runoff 
patterns. Planned road deterioration may occur at this level. Appropriate traffic management 
strategies are "prohibit" and "eliminate." Roads receiving level I maintenance may be of any 
type, class, or construction standud, and may be managed at any other maintenance level during 
the time they are open for traffic. However, while being maintained at level I, they are closed to 
vehicular traffic but may be open and suitable for non-motorized uses. 
maintenance level 2 (road) 
Assigned to roads open for use by high clearance vehicles. Passenger car traffic is not a 
consideration. Traffic is normally minor, usually consisting of one or a combination of 
administrative, permitted dispersed recreation, or other specialized uses. Log haul may occur at 
this level. Appropriate traffic management strategies are either to (1) discourage or prohibit 
passenger cars or (2) accept or discourage high clearance vehicles. 
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maiDteDoce level 3 (road) 
Assigned to roads open and maintained for travel by a prudent driver in a standard passenger car. 
User comfort and convenience are not considered priorities. Roads in this maintenance level are 
typically low speed, single lane with turnouts and spot surfacing. Some roads may be fully 
surfaced with either native or processed material. Appropriate traffic management strategies are 
either "encourage" or "accept." "Discourage" or "prohibit" strategies may be employed for 
certain classes of vehicles or users. 
malateDoce level 4 (road) 
Assigned to roads that provide a moderated degree of user comfort and convenience at moderate 
travel speeds. Most roads are double lane and aggregate surfaced. However, some roads may be 
single lane. Some roads may be paved andlor dust abated. The most appropriate traffic 
management strategy is "encourage," however, the "prohibit" strategy may apply to specific 
classes of vehicles or users at certain times. 
maiateDaDce level 5 (road) 
Assigned to roads that provide a high degree of user comfort and convenience. These roads are 
normally double lane, paved facilities. Some may be aggregate surfaced and dust abated. The 
appropriate traffic management strategy is "encourage." 
moagement area 
An area with similar management objectives based on similar characteristics within the area 
which help define management direction. 
Management Indicator Spede. (MIS) 
Representative species whose habitat conditions ar.a popuiation changes are used to assess the 
impacts of management activities on similar spect~~ in a particular area. 
maDagement prescription categorle. 
A set of management practices and inten.:.ities ilcheduled for application on a specific area to sat-
isfy multiple uses or other goals and o~iectives. The categories provide a description of general 
direction for the management of a specific are~ based on the resource emphasis. Sometimes 
called "management area categories." 
Memorandum of Undentudlag 
A formal. wrinen agreement berween organizations or agencies that presents the relationship bet-
ween the entities for purposes of planning and management. 
MlIIJon Board Feet (MMBF) 
A board foot is a measurement of wood equivalent to a board one foot square and one inch thick, 
in this case expressed in terms of a million board feet. 
mitigation 
Actions that avoid, minimize, reduce, eliminate, or rectify impacts from management practices. 
monltorlag 
The process of collecting information to evaluate if objectives and anticipated results of a 
management plan are being realized, or if implementation is proceeding as planned. 
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multiple-use 
According to the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960, the management of all the various 
renewable surface resources of the national forests so that they are utilized in the combination 
that will best meet the needs of the American people; making the most judicious use of the land 
for some or all of these resources or related services over areas large enough to provide sufficient 
latitude for periodic adjustments in use to conform to changing needs and conditions; that some 
land will be used for less than all of the resources; and harmonious and coordinated management 
of the various resources, each with the other, without impairment of the productivity of the land, 
with consideration being given to the relative values of the various resources, and not necessarily 
the combination of uses that will give the greatest dollar return or the greatest unit output. 
National EnvIronmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) 
A national act mandating an environmental analysis and public disclosure of federal actions. 
National Forest ScenJc Byway 
A road on National Forest System land that has been designated by the Chief of the Forest Ser-
vice for its exceptional scenic, historic, cultural, recreational, or natural resources. 
no action alternative 
The most likely condition expected to exist if current management practices continue unchanged. 
The analysis of this alternative is required for federal actions under NEPA. 
non attainment area 
An area identified by an air quality regulatory agency through ambient air monitoring (and 
designated by EPA) that presently exceeds the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for one 
or more criteria air pollutants. 
non-stream or -lake related wetlands 
Wetlands that are either permanently inundated with water or have seasonally high water tables 
that support wetland vegetation. Examples include seeps, bogs, weeping walls, ponds, and 
marshes. Also called "depressional wetlands." 
outstandingly remarkable value 
Characteristic of a river segment that is judged to be a rare, unique, or exemplary feature that is 
significant at a regional or natural scale. Values can be recreational, scenic, geological, histori-
cal, cultural. biolOgical. botanical, ecological. heritage. hydrological, paleontological, scientific, 
or research-related. 
overstory 
In a forest with multiple layers of vegetation. the portion of the trees forming the uppermost 
(canopy) layer. 
Partkulate Matter 2.5 (PM2.5) 
Fine particulate maner in the atmosphere smaller than 2.5 microns (~) . Particles in this size 
range are most responsible for degradation of visibility. Fine particulates can also cause eye, 
nose. and throat irritation in humans. 
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Particulate Mltter 10 (PMI0) 
Fine particulate maner in the atmosphere smaller than 10 microns ijun), including dust and soot 
from the burning of fossil fuels, wood stoves, burning of agricultural fields, and other sources. 
Can cause eye, nose, and throat irritation as well as other human health problems. 
plttern 
The spatiallUTangement of landscape elements (patches, corridors, matrix) that detennines the 
function of a landscape as an ecological system. 
pbospboru. 
An element of the nitrogen family that occurs widely in combined fonn in minerals, soils, natural 
waten. bones. and teeth. 
poPUJltioD 
The people. wildlife. fish. or plants inhabiting a specific area. 
pott IDd pole blrvest 
The harvest of trees 4-9" in diameter. used primarily as fence posts. corral or fence rails. and 
teepee poles. 
prescribed mlDlled nre 
A fire purposefully ignited to meet specific objectives. Prior to ignition. a wrinen. approved fire 
plan must exist and legal requirements must have been met. 
prescrlplloD 
A planned series of treatments designed to change the current condition to a condition that meets 
management goals. 
Properly FUDctloDial CODdllloD (PFC) 
An ecosystem at any temporal or spatial scale when it is dynamic and resilient to perturbations to 
s""cture. composition. and processes of its biological or physical components. 
r.cord of decl.loD 
A public document associated with an Environmental lmpoct Statement (EIS) that identifies all 
alternatives. provide's the final decision. the rationale behind that decision. and commitments to 
monitoring and mitigation . 
RecreltloD Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) 
A framework for stratifying and defining classes of outdoor recreation environments, activities, 
and experience opportunities. The settings. activities. and opportunities for obtaining ex-
periences are arranged along a continuum or spectrum divided into six classes: primitive. semi-
primitive non-motorized. semi-primitive motorized. roaded natural. rural. and urban. 
RecreatioD Vllilor DIY (RVD) 
Twelve hours of recreation use in any combination of penons and hours (one penon for 12 
hours. three penons for four hours. clC.). 
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reIJU.Dt, resJUeDcy 
The ability of a system to respond to disturbances. Resiliency is on. of the properties that enable 
the system to persist in many different states of successional stages. 
R •• ourc •• Pllanial Act (RP A) 
The Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974. Also refen to the 
National Assessment and Recommended Program developed to fulfill the requirements of that 
act. The assessment is prepared every 10 years and describes the potential of the nation's forests 
and rangelands to provide a sustained flow of goods and services. The program is prepared 
every five years to chart the long-tenn course of the Forest Service's management of the national 
forests. 
R1pt-of-WlY (ROW) 
The legal right to pass over another owner's land. 
rlplrllD 
Related to. living. or located in conjunction with a wetland. on the bank of a river or stream. or at 
the edge of a lake or tidewater 
ROldl.ss Area 
An area without any improved roads maintained for travel by standard passenger type vehicles. 
ROldl.ss Arel Review IDd EVIluilIoD II (RARE II) 
A second review and evaluation begun in 1977 to identify roadless and undeveloped land in the 
National Forest System. It also detennined which of the inventoried areas should be re-
commended to Congress for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System. which 
areas should be managed for non-wilderness uses. and which areas required further planning be-
fore a reasonable decision could be made. 
rol.Don. 
The chemical compound C23H220 6 used in fish poisons. It is of low toxicity to warm-blooded 
animals. 
Illvll' cuttial 
Cuning dead or damaged trees to recover economic value that would otherwise be lost. 
slnllltion cuttial 
Cuning trees to improve stand health by stopping or reducing the spread 01 insects and disease. 
sCII. 
Geographic extent (e.g .• regional. sub-regional. or landscape). 
ICOpiall 
The process the Forest Service uses to detennine. throu~ public involvement. the range of is-
sues that the planning process should address. 
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HDlidve lpecies 
A term to describe selected plant and animal species for which population viability is a concern, 
as evidenced by significant current or predicted downward trends in population numbers or den-
sity, and significant current or predicted downward trends in habitat capability that would reduce 
a species' existing distribution. Sensitive species are not covered in the Endangered Species Act. 
HraJ 
Relating to ecological communities where all successional stages of biotic development are rep-
resented. 
sbelterwood method 
The cutting of most trees, leaving those shelter trees needed to produce sufficient shade to 
produce a new age class in a moderated microenvironment. 
silviculture 
The developmen~ establishmen~ reproduction, and care of forests and woodlands to meet the 
needs and values of landowners and society on a sustainable basis. 
slump 
A landslide. 
sDag 
A standing dead tree. 
staDd 
A contiguous group of trees sufficiently uniform in age class distribution, composition, and str-
ucture, and growing on a site of sufficiently uniform quality to be a distinguishable unit. 
stream or lake related wetlaDds 
Riparian areas directly related to streams and lakes (as compared to non-stream or non-lake 
related wetlands). 
structure 
The age and size of the vegetation type in a subject area. 
IUCce SIOD 
The replacement in time of one plant community with another. The prior plant community (or 
successional stage) creates conditions that are favorable for the establishment of the next 
community. 
sultablUty 
The appropriateness of applying certain resource management practices to a particular area of 
land, as determined by an analysis of the economic and environmental consequences and the 
preceding alternative uses. An area of land may be suitable for more than one management pra-
ctice. 
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lustalnabUJty 
The ability of a forest, or any portion thereof, to maintain its health, productivity, and diversity, 
considering the levels of human use. 
IUltalned-yleld 
According to the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960, the achievement and maintenance 
in perpetuity of a high-level annual or regular output of the various renewable resources of the 
national forests without impainnent of the productivity of the land. 
tau 
A classification of plants and animals according to their presumed natural relationship. 
tbreatened spe<:les 
A designation by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service when a plant or animal species is likely to 
become endangered throughout all or a specific portion of its range within the foreseeable future. 
Timber Stand Improvement erS!) 
Treatments (including thinning, pruning, release cutting, prescribed fire, girdling, weeding, or 
poisoning of unwanted trees) to improve the composition, structure, condition, health, and 
growth of tree stands. 
Total Boundary Management 
A system of establishing national forest boundaries that emphasizes the maintenance of existing 
boundary marking, and identification, investigation, and resolution of encroachments and other 
unauthorized uses of National Forest System lands. 
transect 
A sample area of vegetation, often in the fonn of a narrow contiguous strip, used for study, ana-
lysis, profiling, and inventorying. 
undeveloped area 
According to the Wilderness Act. it is an area that "generally appears to have been affected pri-
marily by the forces of nature, with the imprint of man's work substantially unnoticeable ... " 
An area with no cultural fcatures, however, some exceptions are listed in the Wilderness Act. 
uneven-aged stand 
A group of trees with three or more distinct age classes. 
uneven-aged metbod 
To regenerate and maintain a multi-aged stand by removing some trees in all age classes. 
ungulate 
A hooved mammal. 
useful Hfe 
The estimated length of time a structure will remain safe and viable. 
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VolatHe Organic Carbon (VOC) 
Smog-fonning chernicals released from the combustion offossil fuels, solvents, paints, glues, 
and plastics. 
watersbed 
A land area that contributes all its water to one drainage system, .tream, or river. 
WUderness 
As defined by the 1964 Wilderness Act, "an area where earth and its community of life are 
untrammeled by man, where man himself is a visitor who does not remain. An area of 
wilderness is further defined to mean in this Act an area of undeveloped federal land retaining its 
primeval character and influence, without permanent improvements or human habitation, which 
is protected and managed so as to preserve its natural conditions and which (I) generally appears 
to have been affected primarily by the forces of nature, with the imprint of man' s work substan-
tially unnoticeable; (2) has outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined 
type of recreation; (3) has at least five thousand acres ofland or is of sufficient size as to make 
practicable its preservation and use in an unimpaired condition; and (4) may also contain 
ecological, geological, or other features of scientific, educational, scenic, or historical value. (16 
U.S.C. 1131 )" 
WUderness Areas 
Areas designated by Congress as part of the National Wilderness Preservation System, according 
to the criteria established in the 1964 Wilderness Act. 
wUdland fire 
Any nonstructural fire, other than prescribed, that occurs in the wildland. This term 
encompasses fi res previously called both "wildfires" and "prescribed natural fires. " 
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ACRONYMS 
A&TM 
ADA 
AMS 
AQRV 
ASQ 
ATR 
ATV 
AUM 
BLM 
BMP 
BYU 
CAP 
CFR 
CRP 
CUP 
DBH 
DEQ 
DFC 
EA 
EIS 
EPA 
ESA 
EVC 
FOR 
FEIS 
CERC 
FMAZ 
FOOGLRA 
FS 
FTE 
FRP 
FY 
GIS 
GPO 
IABAT 
IMPROVE 
INFRA 
LAC 
MEL 
MIS 
MMBF 
NEPA 
NFMA 
NFMAS 
NUEG 
ACRONYMS 
Access and Travel Management 
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 
Analysis of the Management Situation 
Air Quality Related Values 
Allowable Sale Quantity 
Arterial Travel Route 
All-Terrain Vehicles 
Animal Unit Month 
Bureau of Land Management 
Best Management Practices 
Brigham Young University 
Continuous Assessment and Planning 
Code of Federal Regulations 
Conservation Reserve Program 
Central Utah Project 
Diameter at Breast Height 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Desired Future Condition 
Environmental Assessment 
Environmental Impact Statement 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 
Existing Visual Condition 
Forest Development Road 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
Fire Management Analysis Zone 
Federal Onshore Oil and Gas Leasing Reform Act of 1987 
Forest Service 
Full Time Equivalent 
Forest Road Program 
Fiscal Year 
Geographical Information System 
Government Printing Office 
Interagency Aquatics Biological Assessment Team 
Interagency Monitoring of Protected Visual Environments 
Infrastructure 
Limits of Acceptable Change 
Most Efficient Level 
Management Indicator Species 
Million Board Feet 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1970 
National F ,rest Management Act of 1976 
National Fire Management Analysis System 
Nonhern Utah Ecogroup 
Acronyms - I 
NWSRS 
O&M 
OHV 
PAOT 
PCI 
PFC 
PILT 
PM 
PMS 
RARE 
RD 
RIM 
RNA 
ROS 
ROW 
RPA 
RVD 
R4 
SCORP 
SCSEP 
SMS 
TES 
TSI 
UDOT 
UDWR 
USDA 
USFWS 
VAC 
VMS 
VOC 
VQO 
W-C 
WFSA 
WIN 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System 
Operation and Maintenance 
Off-Highway Vehicle 
People At One Time 
Pavement Condition Index 
Properly Functioning Condition 
Payments in Lieu of Taxes 
Particulate Matter (measured in microns) 
Pavement Management Survey 
Roadless Area Review and Evaluation 
Ranger District 
Recreation Infonnation Management 
Research Natural Area 
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 
Right-of-Way 
Resources Planning Act 
Recreation Visitor Day 
Region 4 
Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan 
Senior Community Service Employment Program 
Scenery Management System 
Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive (Species) 
Timber Stand Improvement 
Utah Department ofTransporlJltion 
Utah Department of Wildlife Resources 
United States Department of Agriculture 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Visual Absorption Capability 
Visual Management System 
Volatile Organic Carbon 
Visual Quality Objective 
Wasatch-Cache National Forest 
Wildland Fire Situation Analysis 
Watershed Improvement Needs 
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